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THE PERMIT QUALITY REVIEW CONCEPT

The Permit Quality Review (PQR) was developed in 1983 by the EPA Office
of Water Euforcement and Permits. The need for a “product quality assuracce”
program is not uscique to the permits program. Everyching from computers to
cosmetics are routinely checked for consistency or accuracy. In additioc o
filling a quality assurance need, PQR was designed to provide natioral in-~
formation on permit coutents and program operations. This {cformatior is
recessary for responses to Congress, developing budget and resource requests,

and to identify areas for guidance or traiaing activicies.

The PQR process is an on-site evaluation of permit files and program
operations. PQR is a technical and policy icformation exchange as well as a
quality assurance check. By using a consistent format for the review, based
ou the regulatory requirements, each program cac be evaluated in a similar
manzer. The PQR usually concludes with a discussion between cthe permit pro-

gram macagers on strengths, concerns and suggestious to improve the program.

The PQR program can becefit both the reviewer and the program urder
review. No two permit programs are the same. This meauns that separate Sta:z=s
or Regious can approach the same problem and develop differeat solutioms. For
example, one State uses on-site inspections to verify or supplemeat icforma-
tioc on the application form. Another State uses DMR ioformactioan and the
completed applications to get the same information. By evaluatiag the resul:s
ard not concentratiog on the form of the permit program operation, new or
alterrative methods to develop permit decisions can be foucd. The PQR team
should use the visit as an opportunity to evaluate, learn and discuss issues

acd rew ideas.

The Office of Water has developed other quality programs for pretreatmecc
and municipal permits. EPA will cootioue to use the PQR process and eccour-

ages State program offices to implement PQR report recommendations.



Suggestions, addicioos or comments to improve the PQR program should bde

addressed to:

Stephen Bugbee

Qffice of Water Ecforcement & Permits
Permits Division (EN-=3136)

Technical Support Bracch

U.S. EPA

401 "M" Screet, S.W.

Washiagton, D.C. 20460

FLANNING A PQR

EPA has zocducted icdustrial PQRs for several years and has developed a
geceral icdustrial PQR checklist (Appeundix 1) for permit reviews. [ao addi-
tion, specific checklists have beec developed for the petroleum reficing, coal
micicg, inorganie chemical, organic chemical, and steam electric power icdus-
tries (Appeundices 2 through 6 respectively). The general PQR checklist should
orly be used for industries where a specific checklist is not available. All
staff members should become familiar wich the appropriate checklist for the

specific industry ucder review before the review visic.

The checklist 1s a summary of the regulatory requirements and also coc-
raics items desiguned to gather icformatioc oo other conditioccs that may be
ircluded ic NPDES permits at the option of the State (BMPs, etc.) Items tot
required io permits are labeled as "Iuformation”™ ia the checklist. Reviewers
should refer to Parts 40 CFR 122 thru 125 1f questions arise ou NPDES permit

requirements.

The selection of permits for review 19 a key activity that will izvolve
some prior planning. Typically an icdustrial PQR is conducted for a specific
icdustry. Since PQR {s intended to be a random check of permit quality, che
selection of specifiec permits for review (based on prior konowledge of permitc
or facility) is cot recommended. Rather a group of recently issued permits,
for the icdustry under review, should be identified by use of PCS (see
Appendix 7 for sample PCS prictout). Io gesceral, permits issued over two
vears ago should act be selected because they may not represect culrect

procedures,



In addition, permits might be selected based on industry subecategories.
For example, a mix of underground and surface coal mices might be selected for
review. However, the top priority in permit seleztion should be recent issu-
ance rather thao iodustry cross-section.

Draft permic reviews may provide valuable background information for the

e
review rteam hefore the PQR visirc (See Appendix 12 for a sam
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review checklist.) These draft permits should be used by the Regiots to
idectify where issues are not resolved by the states between draft acd final

permits. The Regions should not use the draft permits reviews to pick permits
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The cumber of permits ta bs reviewed during the review visit is a

case-by-zase decision based on the size and complexity of the facilities uunder

ry

a PQR of petroleum refining permits might cover only a
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few facilities where as for another industry such as a steam power PQR migh
cover a half dozen or more facilities. The exact number selected will also

depend on the tumber of reviewers available, lecgth of the visic, acd the
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to review a representative number of permits and be able to spot acy chrocic

problems.

The team leader or Permit Branch Chief should notify the State ino writicg
afrer the PQR has been tentarively schedule with the State gtaff. At least
three weeks rotice should be given to the State. This will allow time to
locate files and the State permit persounnel can plac their schedules to allow
cime for PQR ueetings. The letter to the State should discuss the purpose of
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entrance and exit efings with program managers should also be clearly

stated.

Planning a PQR iocludes some logistical tasks that should be completed by
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Ltie tLeam iedqger. rsc exctra CDP €8 Orl Lthne cnecKiist snouldq ve aupiziiaied
for the team members (Copy centers at State offices are often overworked).

The checklists and other matertials (regulacions, guideline development



documents, note pads, etc.) ¢an be forwarded to the State (with return mailicg
bags also enclosed) so that team members are not “overloaded” while travelicg.
Team members should all be briefed on procedures, meetiag schedules, and the
reed for PQR summaries. Special assignments such as productioc basis review
or biomoriroricg requirements review should be made by the team leader before

the trip.

MATERIAL FOR A PQR

The followirg {s a list of suggested materials for the PQR evaluatiocn.
As merntioned earlier the bulk of these can be mailed to the Stare officzes

prior to the PQR.,

o POR checklists (Appeudices | through 6)

o FEfvaluatioo summary forms (Appendix 9)

o “"Permics for review listiong” from PCS (Appendix 7)

o Code of Federal Regulatiouns - Parts - 122, 123, 124, and 125
o Guidelice Development Documents for categories to be reviewed

o Traicicg Manual for NPDES Permit Writers (March 1986) or a Regiocal
peramits polizy book

o Permit Writer's Guide to Water Quality-Based Permicticg for Toxie
Polluraccs

o Selected permits from the Permits Abstraet document (Appendix 11)
o Draft permit review checklists, if available (Appendix 12)
o Caleulator, note paper, etc.

o Returm envelopes (mailicg bags) for mailing PQR materials back to
the Regional office

TEAM COMPOSITION AND EXPERIENCE

Because the PQR is designed for two-way communicatiou on permits issues,
all permits employees are encouraged to participate io at least one PQR. The
majoricy of PQR team members should be permit writers (if possible) to facil-

ttate ucderstandiang of the PQR process.



It is advantageous to have specialists on the team familiar with che
specific industry under review and also people qualified to address biomoci-
toring permit issues, While the PQR can be used as a rrainingetool for cew
Regiocal permit wricers, this is not the primary reason for PQR visits.
States should have confidence ia the PQR ream and this dietates the use of

experienced personnel.

LOGISTICS

As stated earlier, the PQR team should schedule the evaluatioc visirc co
produce 3 micimum of disruptionw to normal State program operatioun. To accomp-
lish this, the number of meetings between team members ard State persoctrel
should be mirnimized. A typical PQR would cocsist of short euntrance acd exis
meeticgs with Stacte managers1 ard a daily conference between reviewers acd
State permit wricers to resolve questions on iadividual permits or Stcate
procedures. Before rhe conference, the team leader should ask the State
coordicator to arrange for specific permit writers or other persoucel to
attecd rthe couference. This should allow State permit writers to corntinue

their duties with few icterruptious.

The PQR team should ask for a coanference room or other office space where
files zan be reviewed. If possible, the team should be kept cogether duricg

the review to allow discussions between reviewers when questious arise.

CHECKLIST PROCEDURES

A PQR checklist should be completed for each permit that 18 reviewed.
The checklist used should be one developed for the specific iudustry ucder
review 1if available, otherwise the general icdustrial checklist should be
used. The checklists follow a general format which is described below; the
icdustry-specific checklist must be consulted for individual requirements.

The checklists are divided ioto several sectioas.

D D WP DD R A P D D — — - - - - -

1/ At the eutrance meetiog the State managers should be asked to appoict a

permit coordinator from the staff to act as a liaison with the PQR team.



The frott page of the checklist is a summary sheet which gives basic
icformation on the permit. The unext several pages are used to summarize che
Tesults from che main portion of cthe checklist., Although the summary sezcioc
is in cthe froumt, it 1s actually completed last, after the other checklist

questiocs are acswered. The specific sections in the checklists are:

Topic/Section Checklist
Admicistrative A-1
Public Notice acd Comment A-2
State Certificacion A-3
Records of Modification A4
Enforcement Informatiou A=5
Boilerplate B-1
Special Cordizioms B-2
Tracslaticog the Permit Applicatiocn to Permit C-1

Limirtatious

Basis for Limitaciotns c-2
Applicable Effluect Guidelines c-3
Best Professional Judgmect (General indusgstrial C-4

checklist only)

Water Quality Based Limitatious C-4/C-5
Discharge Sampling D-1
Discharge Reportiag D=2
Compliance Schedules E

If a section does not apply to a specific permit being reviewed, the secrioe
should be marked "N/A".

The section on water quality-based permic limits (checklist C-4) coctalns
questions on wasteload allocation and mixiag zounes which often cannot be
auswered by the permits staff. [f possible, the water quality modeling group

should be cocsulted to answer chese questiocs.



The boilerplate questions (checklist B-1) ceed ouly be completed for ore
permit which eontains the currect State boilerplate language. This should
save some time during che permit review. The special condirions section
(checklist B=2) is designed to Zive some basic information to EPA on currect
irnrovactiots by the Sctates. Special condicions can be used to address
State-specific issues (BMPs, subsidence control at underground mices) or

ratiocal priority items like biomonitoring requirements.

CHECKLIST AREAS OF SPECIAL INTEREST

Based oo EPA Regioral and State PQRs conducted to date, the followicg
areas of rthe checklist are highlighted for special attentior by review

persotcel., These areas are:

o Permir Modificacion - Checklist A=-4

{1) Was the modification properly public ooticed (ucless a minor
mod.) per 122.62 acd 124.5?

{(2) Was the modification request by permittee dosumented ic the
permic file (including denials of modification requests)?’

ol Boilerplate - Checklist B-l

(1) Permit accions (122.,41(f)) - "The filing of a request by the
permittee for a permit moadifisatiocn, . . . does not stay auy
permit coundition.”

(2) Icspection and entry (122.41(1)) - (inspectors may) "Sample or
moaitor . . . for the purposes of assuring permit compliance or
as otherwise authorized by the Clean Water Act, acy substances
or parameters at aany locatioo.”

(3) Monitoring requiremesnts (122.41(1)(4)) - "If the permittee
mouitors any pollutant more frequeatly than required by the
permit, . . . the results of this monitoring shall be inecluded
in the calculation and reporting of the data submitted {n the
DMR, "

(4) Bypass - (122.41(m)) - Bypass is prohibited unless specific
couditions {A, B, and C] are satisfied. Ucnaoticipated bypasses
must be reported io accordance with 24-hour reporting require-
ment - 122.41(1)(6).

o Special Cornditions ~ Checklisc B8

(1) Are best macagement practices (BMP's) included in this permic’




(2) Does the permit include any bilological toxicity testicg require-
ments’

(3) Besides BMP's and toxiecity, are there any other &special coad-~
1cious? For example: for uaderground coal mines - subsidence
coutrol requirements io permit.

4} Are there any special conditions? For example; the ictermicrtent
discharge of toxie substances by coal mines.

Basis for Limitationms - Checklist C

(1) Limics for conticuous dischargers must be expressed as bhoth
maximum daily and average moathly values at a micimum per
122.45(d){(1)}, unless non-continuous discharger.

-~
(28]
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For con-~cocticuous dischargers, does the permit cocsider the
following factors per 40 CFR122.45(e): frequenecy, total mass of
pcllutants discharged per discharge, and prohibition or limica-

tioc of specified pollutaasts?-

{3) 1f permit effluent limitations are imposed oc ictercal waste
streams, are the cotditious of 40CFR122.45(h) satisfied and
documected?

(+«) Does the permit allow backsliding (122.44(1)) from the previous
permit? [f yes, is the justification for the currecc limit
adequately documented?

(3) 1Is the basis for the limits the appropriate effluent guidelires,
water quality standards, or BPJ? Is the basis adequately docu-
mected iao the permit fact sheet or Statement of Basis? Are
copies of the limits calculatiocus included in the permit
documentation? Chapter III of the Training Marual for NPDES
Permit Writers provides guidaoce on limitaticn developmecct.

(6) Does the permit file adequately document the basis of acy water
quality-based limirations? Are the appropriate State water
quality standards referenced in the fact sheet or rationale?

(7) 1If the effluent guidelines are production based, are the limic-
ations calewiations “. . . based ou a reasounable measure of
actual productiou of cthe facility” per 122.45(b)(2)? 1Is the
data available which supports the production levels used in the
limit calculations? (See Appendix 13)

(8) Are BPJ] limits clearly documeunted showing both the need for the
permit condition and the basis for it's establishmenc. The
Traioing Manual for NPDES Permic Writers, page 44, provides
extecsive guidacce on BPJ limit requiremencs.

(9) Have che limits been based on an ecounomic FDF, or water qualicy
variance request submicted by the permittee? Is the decisioc o
gract ‘the variance documented aod io aceordance with [24.62.



See Chapter IV of the Trainingﬁﬂanual for NPDES Permir Writers
for additional gulidance.

(10) Have the permit limitacious been adjusted to reflect che
presecce of pollutants {ao the intake.water? If so, have the
requirements of 40CFR122.45(g) bees satisfied and documeaced?

(11) Does the permit icclude toxicity limits? 1Is the basis acd
caleculations for those limits documented? Are the limits based
ot EPA guidance: Permit Writer's Guide to Water Quality-Based
Permitticg for Toxia Polluyrants?

o Discharge Sampling - Cheeklist D-1

(1) Are EPA approved test procedures (40 CRF Part 136) or Cwa
Secticn 304(h) referenced ic the permit or specified for eazh
parameter’?

(2) Do sampling frequencies match the averaging period for the limit
(e.g., dally limits for residual chlorine but only occe per week
sampliog icdicaces inconsistency)?

o Compliance Schedules - Checklist E

(1) Are milestone dates iz compliance schedule less than ore year
apart per 122.,47(a)(3)?

(2) Is a compliacce schedule contained fo a separate Admiciscrarive
Order?

Special attention to these checxilst areas will result 1o more compre-
hecsive reviews and cau reduce the chances for permic challenges due to 'weax”
permits or procedural errors. Where additional checklist items are deemed
cecessary by the Region, they should be added. Regiors are ecccuraged to secd

the checklist to State persoonel to get their comments.

SUMMARY AND EVALUATION OF FINDINGS

After the file reviews, when the team has completed cheakliscts for all
permits, the tsask of summary and evaluatioan can begic. This phase of the PQR
is generally the respounsibility of the team leader, in consultaction with the
other members. To complete the PQR, the team leader should produce a short

but complete account of the review findings before the ceam leaves,

The "raw material” for the evaluation is the summary section ic the
checklist and any noteg from the review. The format for the PQR summary is

shown ic Appeandix 9.



To produde a summary report the team leader must decide what "Stremgths”,
“Concerns” and "Suggestions” should be raised with the State to highlight
areas of permit excellence, weakness orf potential improvemernt. ,The
“"cit-pickiag” of individual permit errors is not the iatent, rather a zoc-

structive critique of the overal. program operatiot should be the objective.

If somethicg ic the permit is wrong, a correction to program procedures,
trainicg, etc., must be made. The State should be told what is wrong aand
where the problemr may be coming from, if possible. Unresolved questiocs,
that have not been clarified after discussions with individual (State) pernmit

writers should be iacluded ia the summary write-up.

The State should also clearly understacd what 1s good about its permits.
Doan't overlook cthe good points; if a State is ioomovative, the staff acd

macagement should be givec credic for irt!

Ic gereral, the summary should be written for the staff level permit
wrirers, Individual permits should be named as examples where possible. This
summary should thec be coudensed for the exit brieflag with the State macage-
ment. All of the ~eam members should read acd comment on rthe draft summarv

before ir is showrn to the State staff.

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

The presentation to the State is generally conducted in two seetiocs, oce
for the staff (permit writers) aud one for the managemeat. These cac be com-
biced tf the State wishes.

The staff presentsation should contala details from the review to support
the summary fiodiogs. Specifie comments on iundividual permits can be pre-
seated by the team member who reviewed that particular file, Feedback to
commects should be encouraged and discussed {o the staff meeting, this is
intecded to be a two-way communicacion. After discussion, the State sctaff
should be giver details on what will be presected to the State managemect at

the final exit briefiag.

10



The team leader should present the highlights of the PQR ficdings to
management at the exit briefing. The exit briefing is a corcise review of che
ficdicgs, the cesults of the staff/EPA meeticg acd any issues for follow=-up
action., Where the review team and the State disagree ou ficdings, the mac-
agemer.t should »e advised. The exit briefing need cot be locger cham 30
micutes. A hacdwritten copy of the summary (Appendix 9) should be left with
the macagemert aud staff for their records. The State managers should be
assured that cothing will appear ic the final PQR report that did cot appear

ic the summary.

The approximate timetable for the fizal PQR report and any follow-up
activizies (mid-vear reviews, eta.) should be discussed with the State
mar.agemezt., The rneed for immediate actioo by the State to address gross
problems, such as lost files or extreme staffing shortages, should also be

disecussed with rhe marnagers.

The State managers should also be asked for their comments, issues or

questions for EPA respotse.

FOLLOW-U? ACTIVITIES

The ceam leader ts respocsible for follow-up actions fo implement the PQR

fizdicgs. These activities can inglude:

o Fical report preparaticn and tracsmittal to the State;

o Answericg questions from the State staff om the reporct;

o Mouitoricg progress by the State {o addressing concerus or problems;
o Briefing Regional managers whea problems are not resolved;

o Providing status informatioa from the PQR to Regiotal managers prior
to the Office of Water mid-year evaluation by Headquarters.

In addicion, the team leader should fulfill any information requests cthat

were made by the State staff during the PQR.

The final PQR report should be seat to the State within one month of the

team visir. [(Where EPA Headquarters has assisced the Regiom-on a State PQR,

11



the Region should receive a copy of the Headquarter's file report ou the PQR

wichic one mocth of the team visit,] An example of a fical report is coc-

raiced in Appecdix 10 as a guide.

A follow-up ictem that is many times overlooked is the ceed to update the
State permit boi.erplate (standard cocditions). Since outdated boilerplace
often indicates outdated legal authorities, legislative or regulatory acttioc
by che Scate might be necessary to resolve deficiencies. If substantial State
program chacges are cneeded to correct problems found by the PQR, the Regiowo

should coctact Headquarters (Permits Divisioon) for assistance.

OFFICE OF WATER MID-YEAR EVALUATION

As with other Regiowal activities the rssults of Stace PQRS will be
discussed duricg the ancual Office of Water mid-year program evaluation visic.
Specifiz qualirative ard quantitative measures for PQRs have wot beer included

ic the FYS8 Guide to the Office of Water Accountability System acd Mid-Year

fvaluatiocs (see cover next page). However, the qualitative questiocs zoc-
taized ir. the Permits arnd Ezforcement sectict of Mid-Year Evaluatiocs Suide
cat be addressed duricg a State PQR. This will allow the Regiom to obtain
data ceeded for zhe mid-vear evaluation and will result in a more comprehec-
sive evaluatiorn of State activities. The specifie questions that pertaic :o

icdustrial permizs are etcclosed in boxes on the following pages.
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PERMIT QUALITY REVIEW (HECKLIST

CHECKLIST A-}
Procedural Requirements: ADMINISTRATIVE RECOPDS

List ary cf t=e following items that have been omitted
1nappreopriaczely from the file,

a L]

| BN NN ¢ 2

Permit apglication and anry supporting data furnished

by applicant:

Draft permit:

Statement of basis or fact sheet:

All documents cited in statement of basis or fact sheet::

If a new source, any environmental assessment, environ-

mental impact statement, finding of no significant

1mpact or environmental i1nformation document and any

supplement to an EIS that was prepared:

All comments received during public comment:

Tape or transcript of any hearings held and any

written mater:als sudbmitted at hearing:

Respcnse to sigrnificant comments raised during comment

ceriod ard/or nearing:

Final permit:

Explarnac:izcn of changes from draft to final permit.

Where appgropriats, materials relating to

2 Consistency determinaticns under the C2MA
Cors.ltaticr under the £ndangered Sgecies AcCt

Determination under secticon 403(c) of the CwaA

Q0



CHECKLIST A-2Z
Procedural Requirements: PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

Question

1. wWas a puclic nctice issued cf the preparation of drafte
permit and providing an opportunity for comment at least
30 days pricr to final permit decisicon?

2. Was a public hearing held?
(If "no™, skilp to 84)

3. Was 2 notice cf public hearing issued at least 30 days
prior to hearing?

4., Was a summary respgcnse to significant comments raised
during comment peri1od ancd/or hearing prepared and
1ssued at time of final permit decision?

CHFCKLIST A-3

Prccedural Reguirements: STATE CERTIFICATION

Quest:.c~

1. Was a state certification or waiver of state certification
receilved?

2. List any conditions {in the state certification not
included in the permit, Indicate any reasons provided for
om.ssions.



CHECKLIST A-4
Procedural Regquirements: RECORDS OF MODIFICATION

Quest:ion

l .

Does =he perm.% documentation indicace that the permit
was modifiecd, revoked or reissued?
(If "no", skip to Checklist A-=5)

was the permit modified pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62(a)?
I1f "yes", specify the basis identified In the permit documentat:c-:

(alterations: new information: new regulations:; compliance
schedules: variance request: 3J07{a) toxic standard:
net limits: reopener;: nonlimited pollutants (level of discharge

cf ary pollutant not limited in permit exceeds the level
which can be achieved by technology-based treatment):

«se or manufacture of toxics (permittee has bhegun

or expects tO begln to use or manufacture a toxic pollutanz):
nctificatior levels (permit has been modified to establish a
"notificatis~ level"})

Di2 ¢a.se exist fcor modificartion or revocation and

re.ssuance pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62(b)?

Specify cause:

a. Cause exists for terminatiocn, as provided in
40 CFR 122.64 (nonccmpliance: misrepresentation of
or failure 2o disclose facts: endangerment to human
healt= cr environment:; change 1in condition):

b. Transfer of permit:

c. Otrher (spec:fy)

Does the permit documentation indicate that the
procedures of 47 CFR 124.5 for permit modification,
revocation and reissuance or termination were followed?

CHECKLIST A-5
Procedural Regquirements: ENFORCEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

Questlicn

l.

Does the permit documentation indicate that any enforcement
actions have been taken?
Briefly descrie (nature of action(s), date(s)):

Did the Regional Counsel review or sign off on the permit?



CHECKLIST B8-1 )
Permit Conditionrns: BOILERPLATE

C.esti1cn

: Identify whether the following general conditions been
incorporare?d :~t2> the permit, ei1ther directly or by
reference to 40 CFR Part 122.41 (or, 1f permit was
issued prior to April 1983, hy reference to 40 CFR
Parts 122.7 and 122.60). 1Icentify any variation from
the regulation language in 122.41.

Duty to comply:

Duty to reagply:

Duty to halt or reduce activity:
Duty to mit.gate:

Program operazicn ant maintenance;
. Perm.i% acL.cns:

. Property rignhts;:

. Duty to prov:ide 1nfcrmacion:

. Inspect:0n and entry:
Mcnitzsrirg an reccoris;
Signatory reguirement:
Reporting reg..rements:

8y-ass: and

. -

= Tl rm D (LD T e
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n emera. condizi0"s are 1ncluded oy reference,
o 3 taz:on, cate and copy of the regulations

L L
o £ "~2", spec.fy missing 1zem(s):
{

3. Dces the permit require notification to the Director
as Sccn as the permitee knows Or has reason to believe
that any activity has occurred or will occur which would
resclt Iin the discharge of any toxic pollutant, if that
discharge will exceed the "notification levels®” specified
1n 40 CFR Part 122.42(2)(1)?

4, Does the permit require notification to the Director as
soon as the permitee knows or has reascon to believe that
1% has Ddegun or expects to begin to use or manufacture
as an intermediate or final product or byproduct any
toxic pcllutant which was not reported in the permit
applicaction?

S. Is the permit effective for a fixed term which does not
exceed S years from date of issuance?



CHECKLIST B-2
Permit Conditions: SPECIAL CONDITIONS

Questicn

1. Are any special cornditions requiring best managcement prac-
tices (BMP's) :nclucded 1n the permit? Identify and specify
reason fcr 1nzlusicn (part of guideline, substitute for numer: -
limitaticns, etc.,'.

2. Does the germi: application indicate that permittee does
cr expects to use or manufacture any toxic substance as
an intermediate or final product or byproduct? (See Form 2C,
Item VI-A,) Have any conditions for the substances so indicate-
been included :n the permit? 1If not, does permit documenta=ion
exglain the cmissicr?

1. Dres the per=i: agpl:i:cati:on indicate that there are inter-

Ll
mittent di:scharges az the cutfalil? (See Form 2C, Item I:-C)
Are tney addressed 1in the permit? —Jdentify any unexplained

omissLonrs,

4. Czes =-e permiz i1nclude a
reguirerments? Sriefly &
Tnel.r Zas.is.

v Dioclogical z2oxicity testing
Ti1Ze the reguirements and

=me permiz 1nclule any limitations or condizions
1mrerral waste strears? Describe the li:mi1tations/conmr2:in.2~3
tme J.rgumstances that make them necessary.

@D

(L 'y

[V e

00



CHECKLIST C-l
Effluent Limitations: TRANSLATING THE PERMIT APPLICATION
TO PERMIT LIMITATIONS

Intradyceinan: OQOuestion #]1 applies to all outfalls., For the remain.n~g
guestions, complete one checklist for each individ_ua’
outfall selected by the review team for review,

Cuestion

1. Have a set cf effluert limitations or conditions been incluied A
tme permit for every outfal.? (See Form 2C, Item III-B.)

2. For which pcllutants are limitations cr conditions included 1n
the permit fcr:

a, BFT:
5. BAT: and
c. BCT?
{I3en%ify .n an atzachrent)

3. Are there pclicutanets for which limitations or conditions are ro:
1melzded bot wniTh might De apprcpriate to limit? Identify the

poil.z2nts and the reasons for i1nclgding limitations,

CHECKLIST C-2
CFEf uprt L:mitazicns: RBASTS FOR LIMTTATIONS

Tmermdicninm: c=clete c~e cnecxl.st for each individual ouzfa..
trne rav.ew~ team for review,

.. Are thre gollutant limitations based on any of the following:

a. BPT
5, BCT:
c. BAT

d. NSPS:
e. Water gquality standards?
f. Previcus permit

g. Other

{Specify)

2. Are limications for all pollutants in continuous discharges

expressed as both maximum daily values and average monthly values?®

(If "yes, " sk1p to #4)

3. List those pollutants for which either limit is omitted, where
the omiss1cn 1S 1nappropriate.

4, List any pollutants limited by mass or concentration that should
~ave Deen limited 1n the other form and indicate the reascn 1t
should have Peen listed in the other form,



CHECKLIST C-3
Fffluent Limitations: APPLICARLE EFFLUENT GUIDELINES

Irsrcdiuction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall
selected by the review team for review, 1f efflie~=
guildelines are applicabple,.

Questicon

1. Were promulgared effluent guidelines applicable to the
soLrce categcry at the time permit was under consicderation?
(See Fzrm 1, Tzems III and XII.) (If "no," skip to Checklist C-4»
If noz, does thne permit contain a reopener clause?

2. Were efflyent guideline limitations used as a basis
for permit effluent limitations at the outfall?

3. Did the permittee recelv2 a variance based on the
presence of "fundamentally different factors” from
those on which the guideline was based?

(1f "yes,"” ski1p to Checxlist C-41)7

4. Are applicable effluent guidelines limitations basecd
cn prsduction?

(If "no,"” sk:ip tO 28}

§. Was production 2asis 1n the permit a reasonable measure
o€ avarage actual preoduction, not design procuction
cagac:ity? (See fForm 2C, Items “I1I1-8 and C.)

Spec:f, zroductio~ basis:
a. Maximum grzZuction during high month of
previous year:
. Mcnzhly average for the highest of previous
¢c. Other: .
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CHECKLIST C-3 (Continued)
Effluent Limitations: APOPLICABLE EFFLUENT GUIDELINES

esrLon

6. Does the per—.: Aocumentat:on :ndicate the means used to

determ.ne act.a. procuct:izn?

Spec:fy:

a. In permi: agplication:

5, Cther:

Does twhe perm:t dogurentaticn indicate that the permit
writer conduczed any £fclicw=-up activities to confirm
preduction esz:rates?

Have alver~ate ter™!t limitations Deen included to address
Aifferent przd.ction levels?

Specify the numZer of t.ers of limits:

Are 3. pcll.za~z lirizaz.ors in the applicable guidelines
1ncluded :n tnhe permit? List any that are not.,

was -2 ad-_st~e~t formula for disposal to wells, POTW's,
or land applization appliczacle 40 CFR 122.50)? (1f no,
G2 to CT-d'  wWas 1t ysez?



CHECKLIST C-4
Effluent Limitations: BEST PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT

This checklist is intendecd to point review team inqgu:
toward those questions which can help in determxnxng
whet-her ar not the BPJ analysis was "reasonable.” Reviaow
teram should provide a gqualitative explanation of the
li=:1tation development process on the evaluation

. Complete one checklist for each i1ndivicdual

tfall selected Dy the rev.ew team fOor review,

1y
ye
(0]
o |

0N

- -

4
ox

1. Is a 8PJ analys.s (for BPT, BAT, or BCT) missing where i seenms
te e reguired? Ident:fy the outfall, pollutant(s), and type of

‘.'-..- tqag

- st e .

2, I~2:cate which cf the following sources were used in estadlishing
any BPJ limitaticns:
a. Promulgated Guideline
». Propcsed GuiZelline
. Zevelcpmen:z Zocument
A, Treazazility Manual
e. QO:trer (sgecifiy:

3. Iderzi.fy any sign:ficant sources not used which should have been.

4. T~2.-3%e what rez=2- was used to establish BPJ/BCT for conventic-3.
scll.tants,
g, HYave efflyuent gu:.Ze’lnes been promulgated since the
t1=2 2% permi= .sscarce? If "yes," 1ndicate the
re_az.ve stringency of guideline limitations 1in
cermit

2 1% .nac.e to cetermine this.)

-,
i) ¢



CHECKLIST C-5
Effluent Limitations: WATER QUALITY BASED LIMITATIONS

Intraduction: This checklist is intenced to point review

team inquiry tow~arc those questions which can help

in determining whether or not the water quality
analysis was was "reasonable.,"” QReview team should
srovide a qualitative explaration of the limitation
develcpnent process on the evaluation form., Complete
cre checklist for each individual outfall selected ny
trhe review team for review,

Questionr

1. s a water GQuality analysis missing where it seems to he
reguired? Icdentify outfall(s) and pollutants,

2. Identify type of water gquality limitation in permit
("free fro=", numeriZal, or both),

3. Is HDasis of the water gqual:ty based limitation identified in
the perm:t file?

specify:
a. Szane cert.f:rcation
. water zual:ity medellrg
c. Crner:

4, Were water Zuality stardards included in the permit in liev
cé fl.ent limitasz.ons?

cad.e water guality standards toward which
analysis is directed been clearly 1denti1fliec?

w
L
w
<
®
(Y]
’
.
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6. Are current w~ater guality conditions clearly identified?
1f possible, specify basis:
a. Actual water quality
., Estimated water quality

7. Does the permit document that water quality-based limitations
are at least as stringent as RPT, BCT or BAT standard?

8. Were water quality modeling and a mixing zone used in establis~h:-g3
the limitation?
(If "no," skip to 820)

bD. Inputs to Quantitative Analysis:

9. Has the outfall discharge rate used in analysis been
clearly 1denti1fied? (See Form 2C, Item II.)
a, Average discharge rate
bB. Maximum discharge rate
¢. Other:
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CHECKLIST C-5 (Continued)
Effluent Limitatione: WATER OUALITY BASED LIMITATIONS

10. Has the stream flow rate used in the analysis been clearly ider=-.¢..
(1f possible, specify whether:
a. Low flow rate (years cf record)
5. Average flow rate
¢. Other:

11. was the aralysis directed toward water quality within a mixing zcr=
(If "yes,"” skip to #13)

12. Was the analysis directed toward water quality beyond the mix:ng
zore (i.e,, wasteload allocation modeling)
(If "yes,” skip to #17)

Cuantitative Analysis: Mixing Zore

13. Are the size and configuration of the mixing zone clearly icdenz:¢:e-

-

14, Has the water quality model used been clearly identified>
Scecify:

15. Were the 1mpacts of other major dischargers taken into account
in the analysis?

16. Does tre permit cdocumentat:on demonstrate that, dbased on ~ode.:.-3
cenclusions, applicadle water quality standards were me+t .-
the mixing zcre’

(1f "yes,” skip to &20)

2a~=i1%3an.ve Arnalyeis: Wasteload Allocation

17. Has the water gquality model used been clearly identified>
SpeciLfy:

18. Were the impacts of other major dischargers taken
into account in the analysis?

19. Does the permit documentation indicate the level of
discharges and limitations assumed for other ma;or
sources?

20. Does the permit documentation demonstrate that, based on
modeling conclusions, applicable water quality standards are
met? If not, does the permit documentation &xplain why the
limitation was used in spite of modeling results?

Specify:




CHECKLIST D-1
Monitoring Reguirements: DISCHARGE SAMPLING

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall
selected Dy the review team for review,

C-esti1on
ulre monitoring for every pollutant for whics

L. Doces the perm:.: regul
incluced in the permit? List any lnappropriate

limitations are
omissions.,

-~
-
ac

2. Does the permit stipulate, either in the general conditions or ;n
the permit l:mitations, that monitoring for all pollutants wizn
limitations be conducted according to test procedures approved
under 40 CR Par: 136? Identify any exceptions,

3. Dces the permit reguire monitoring the volume of effluent
discharge?d frcm the outfall? If not, is an explanation provizea>

4. Are effluent sarpling freguencies specified for every pollutant
for wnich moni1tsring 1s reguired? Specify for each pollutant
(e.g., daily, weekly, guarterly, etg.):

CHEZKLIST D=2
M2miIZring Regulraments: DISCHARGE REPORTING

C.esticn

1. Are there any pollutants for which discharge monitoring
reports are not required at least once 3 year? List them,

2. Is reporting on discharge monitoring report (DMR) forms
reguiregd?

3. Specify discharge reporting frequency or frequencies
required in permit for the outfall under review
(e.g., monthly, Qquarterly, etc.):




CHECKLIST E-1
Compliance Schedules: INCLUSION IN PERMIT

Introduction: Cemplete one checklist for each individual outfall
selected by the reuiew team fcr review.

Ques-.o"

1. Dces zhe permit include a ccmpliance schecdule(s) for dach out€all
whicn 18 not 1n compliance with the limitations specified 1n the per~.-
2. Does the per—:.: documentazicn provide an explanation of why czomolia~ce
chedules were not included where necessary? Identify if an
explanaticn was ncot provided.

CHEZKLIST E-2
Caomzliance Schedules: INTERIM AND FINAL RECQUIREMENTS

l. Are <.s Lmter.m regulremenrts (mi.estones) with spgec:f:ic
1 4

2. ©Droes the zomc-liamce sc-edule provide for compliance by ceasing
tne regu.ared activity? If sc, 1s a date certain 1dentified?
3. U[Czes the compliance schedule 1nclude:
a. A da=e cerzain for rthe permiztee to decide whether
2r nct t2 Cease *ne reguiated activity:
=, A compliance scredule 1n the event that the decision
1S to continue the regu.ated activity, and
c. A schedu.e for cessation of the regulated activity in
the event =hat the decision s to cCease the activity?
4. s the ri.me between each interim date in the compliance

scmedule(s) less than one year? TIf not, does the permit spec.fy
interim cdates fcor submission of reports?

S, Does the ccrz..ance schedule provide for final compliance Dy the
ccropriate time? (7-1-34 in most cases)

A. Has the source received a section 30l(k) (innovative technology!
waiver to extend the compliance date up to 7-1-872

7. Was an ECSL or Section 309(a)(5)(A) order with a compliance schedu.e
ever issued? If so:
a. Did the facility meet the criteria for issuance of
the ECSL/order?
5, Was tne facility 1n compliance with the ECSL/orler?
c. Was a subsequent enforcement action brought?



APPENDIX 2

Pecroleum Reficing PQR Checklist



Date

Petroleum Industry
Permit Quslity Review Checklist

General Informstion

Region State

NPDES ¢

Discharger

Iesuance Date

Applicable Regulations

New discharger?

Contractor assistance used to write permit?

Ganeral Comments & Basis of Permit Selection:

AQ Reviewer

Regiocval Permit staff representative

Permit file complete?

Pollow-up necessary?




Petroleum Industry Permit Quality Review

REVIEVER SUMMARY

A. Procedural Rsguirements (Administrative Records, Public Wotice, State
Certification, Modilications, Inforcement Considerations)

B. Permit Conditions (Boilerplate, Special Conditions)




C. [Effluent Limitastions (Coverage, Basis, Water Quality)

D. Monitoring (Sawpling, Reporting)

E. Compliance (Inclusion of Scheduls)



7. Other (Specify)



Question

1.

CHECKLIST A-l
Procedural Requirements: ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS

List any of the following items that have been.omitted insppropriastely
from the file, or provide explanation.

c.

e.
fl

h.

Permit application and any support data furnished by spplicant;
Draft permit;

Statement of Dasis or fact sheet;

All documents cited in statemeat of basis or fact sheet;

All comments received during public comment;

Tape or transcript of any hearings held and any written materials
submitted at hearing;

Respouss to significant comments raised during comment period and/or
hearing;

Final perwmil;

Explanation of changes from draft to final permit.



a
Procedural Requiremen

Question
1. Was a public notice issued of the preparation of draft permit end
providing an opportunity for comment at lesst )0 days prior to final

permit decision?
2. Was & public heariang held?
3. Vas & notice of public heariag issued at least 30 days prior to hearing?

4. Was a esummary response to significant comments raised during comment
period and/or hearing prepared and issued st time of final perwmit decisioan?

CHECKLIST A-3
Procedural Requirements: STATE CERTIFICATION

ggtltion
l. Was & state certification or wvaiver of astate certification received?
2. List any conditions in the state certification aot included in the

permit. Indicate sny reasons provided for omissions.



CRECXLIST A-4
Procedural Requirements: RECORDS OF MODIFICATION

Question

1. Does the permit documentation indicate that the permit was modified,
or revokad and reissued?

2. Was the permit modified pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62(q)?
If "yes', specify the basis identified in the permit documentation:
{(alterations; nev information; new regulation; compliance schedules;
variaoce request; reopenar; pretreatment).

3. Did cause exist for modification or revocation and reissusnce pursuant
to 40 CRY 122.62(b)? Specify cause:

a. Cause exists for termination, as provided in 40 CFR 122.64
(noncompliance; misrepresentation of or failure to disclose facts;
endanagerment to human health or eavirooment; chenge in coandition);

». Tracsfer of permit; (122.61)

¢. Other (specify)

4., Does the permit documentastion indicate that the procedures of 40 CRP
126 .5 for permit modification, reveocation aand reissusnce or termination
wvere followed?

CHECKLIST A-3
ENTORCEMENT I[NFORMATION

Question
1. Does the permit documentation indicate that say enforcement actions have
been tsken?

Briefly descride (nature of action(s), date(s):




CHECXLIST 3=}
Perait Conditions: BOILERPLATE

Question

l.

ldentify whether the following general counditions have bdeen incorporated
into the permit, either directly or by reference to 40 CFR Part 122.4]
(or, if perwmit wae issued prior to April 1983, by reference to 40 CPFR
Parts 122.7 and 122.80). Identify any variastion from the regulation

language.

122.41-

{(a) Duty to comply;

(b) Duty to respply;

(¢) Duty to halt or reduce sctivity;

(d) Duty to mitigate;

(e¢) Proper operstion and maintensnce;

(£) Permit actions;

(g) Property rights;

(:) Duty to provide 1nformation;

(i) laspection and entry;

(j) Monitoring and records {1ncluding the requirement to report more
frequent sampling);

(k) Signatory requirsment;

(1) Reporting requirements (inocluding compliance schedule, noncompliance,
and DMR reporting);

(m) Bypass; and

(a) Upset._

I1f the general counditions ars included by reference, is the CFR citation,
date and copy of the regualtions provided? If '"no", specify miseing
item(s):

Does the permit require notification to the Director as socoun as the
permittee knows or has reascn to believe that sny activity has occured or
wvill occur which would result in the discharge of say toxic pollutant,

if that discharge will exceed the "notificstion levels" specified in 40
CFR Part 122.42(8)(1)?

Does the permit require notification to the Director as scon as the
permittee knows or has resson to believe that it bhas begun or expects
to begia to use or marufscture as an interwediate or final product or
byprodueect any toxic pollutant which was aot reported in the permit
application?

Is the permit effactive for a fixed term vhich does not exceed five (5)
years from date of issuance?



CRECKLIST B3-2
Permit Conditions: SPECIAL CONDITIONS if aeppropriaste:

Question

1.

2.

1]

O a

special conditons requiring best management practice (MPs)
in the permit?! ldeatify and specify resson for 1nclusion.

any
luded

Does the permit include eny biological toxicity testing requirements?
Briefly describe the requirements and their basis.

Besides B3MPs and toxicity, are there any other special conditons.

‘ , Briefly
describe the requirements and their basis.



CHECKXLIST C-1
2ffluent Limitations: TRANSLATING THE PERMIT APPLICATION
TO PERMIT LINITATIONS

latroduction: Question #! applies to all outfalls. For the remsining
questions, complete one checklist for each iddividusl outfall
selected by the reviev team for review.

Outtall ¢

Question

1. Have a set of effluent limitations or conditons been included in the
permit for every outfall? (see Permit Application)

2. Are thers pollutants for vhich limications or conditons sre not included
but whch might be appropriats to limit?! Ideatify the pollutants end
the reasons for not including limitations.

CHECLKIST C-2
Effluent limitations: BASIS FOR LIMITATIONS

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individusl outfall selected by
the reviev tem for reviaw.

Question

1. Are the pollutant limitations bessed oa the petroleum effluent guidelines
the ZPA settlement agreement, and/or vater quality etandards?

2. Are limitations for all pollutante io contiouous discharges expressed ss
both maximum daily values and sverage monthly values?

3. For those limitations not exzpreseed as both maximum daily velues and
average woathly values, does the perwit documentation indicate that it
would be impracticsble to set both?

4, Are limitations for sll pollutants (except pl, temperature and/or
radiation) expressed io mass terms?

5. If limitstions are expressed in units other than mass, does the permit
documentation demonetrate that (specify):

a. The pollutante(s) itaelf canoot be appropriastely expressed 1n mass
terms;



1f en effluent guideline applies, the applicable limitations ere
expressad in slternative usite; or

(e.g., T88 for certain mining operations), and & epecial condition
has been included to easure that dilution will not be used as a

substitute for trestment.



CHECKLISY C-)
Efflyent Limitations: APPLICABLE RFFLUENT GUIDELINES

Introduction: Cowplete one checklist for each individual ocutfall selected

by the reviev team for reviev, if effluent guidelines and ZPA
settlement agreement are applicable.

Questios

1. Were promulgeted effluent guidelines and/or IPA settlement agreement
applicadle to the source category at the time permil was under consideractior

2. Were effluent guideline limitations sad IPA settlement agreement used aas
the basis for permit effluent limitactione at the outfall?

3. Are applicable effluent guidelines limitations bassd on production?

4. Was production basis in the permit & reasonsble measure of average
actual production, oot design production capacity? The bases for each
production process should be documented.
Specify production basis:
6. Maximum production duriang high moath of pravious year;
b. HMonthly aversge for the highest of previous 5 years;
¢. Other:

5. Are all pollutant limitations in the effluent guidelines and EPA settlement
agreement included ia the permit?

6. Is the petroleum refinery categorized under the proper subcategory of che
petroleum effluent guidelines?

7. Ars the production based limitatioas based on the correct size aand
capacity factors inciuded in the effluent guidelines? (See Tadles |
and 2; examples are provided for each Table.)

8. Are the calculstions for the production based limitatioas verifyable
and documented? (See Tables 3,4, and 5; exemples are provided for each
Table)

9. Does the permit coatsin allocatiocas for cootamiuated storawater as

provided ia the EPA settlement agreement? 1If so, vas allocation for
coataminated stormwater determined by:

a. Continuous allocatios;

b. Variable sllocation based directly upon measurement or cslculation
of actual contaminated runoff volume;

c. Dual wet weather/dry weather allocations;

d. Other mathods (apecify)




l10.

11.

12.

1].

14.

15.

Wee & best professional judgemnt (BPJ) analysis the basis for the permit
effluent limitation at the outfall?

Cen all msjor inputs to tyc I?J analygis be identified? (Note: Inputs
may include: permit application, state certification, contractor reports,
special reports from permittee, effuent guidelines development documents.)

Were water quality standards basis for the permit efflueat limitations at
the outfall?

Is the basis of the water quality-based limitation identified in the permit
file?

Specify:
a. State certification
b. Other:

Have all applicable vater quality standarde towvard which water quality
acalysis is directed been clearly identified?

Does the permit documentation explain any changes in the pollutant
limitations between the draft and the final permits? Specify bdasis:

a. Pinal limitations are the same as in the draft permit;

b. Limitations in the draft permit wvere revised based on issues
raised during the comment period;

¢. Limitations in the draft permit were revised based on negotiations
with the permittee;

d. Other:




EXAMPLE PERMIT CALCULATIONS
PROCESS WASTEWATER
HYPOTHETICAL LUBE OIL REFINERY

STEP 1: DETERMINE SZE FACTOR

THE SZE FACTOR IS BASED ON THE REFINERY FEEDSTOCK RATE. THE
REFINERY FREDSTOCK RATE 5 THE LARGEST OF ANY OF THE CRUDE

PROCESS FEEDSTOCK RATES. FOR THE EXAMPLE, THE REFINERY FEED-
STOCK RATE (N 1000 BBLS/DAY) 55 125,

FROM THE SIZE FACTOR TABLE:

[_t000 mm. o FEmsTOcx | s acom

1000 b 1249

088
1220 © 1409 0.97
1500 © 1749 108

THE VALUE 0.97 5 OBTANED.



TABLE 1

STEP 1: DETERMINE SIZE FACTOR
THE SZE FACTOR S BASED ON THE REFINERY FEEDSTOCK RATE. THE

REFINERY FEEDSTOCK RATE 5 THE LARGEST OF ANY OF THE CRUDE
PROCESS FEEDSTOCK RATES.

FROM THE SIZE FACTOR TABLE:

1000 BBL OF FEEDSTOCK SZ& FACTOR

THE VALUE ___ IS OBTAINED.



EXAMPLE PERMIT CALCULATIONS
PROCESS WASTEWATER
HYPOTHETICAL LUBE OiL REFINERY

STEP 2: OEVERMINE PROCENS FACTOR

r PROCENS PROCESS FERDETOOK RATK
PROCERS FEEDEYOOK AnANE YO syt PROOES
RATE REPINERY FEEDSTOON RATE FAOTOR CONFISURATION

CRUDK

Mm. Disd. 1200 .o

Ves. Diet. 0.0 6.48

Desaiting 128.0 '.0
TOTAL 2.48 x ! 220
ORACIING:

Po0 410 0.320

Nydroerasidng 200 0.160
oAl 0.400 x e 223
e

Lube Myere. 8.3 0.043

Furfural Exte 4.0 0.032

Phenet Dxtr 40 0.03e

YOTAL 0.113 X 13 L5.24
ASPHALTY

Asphalt Pred. 40 0.032

TOTAL 9032 ﬂT =2 ==
TOTAL REFWNERY T




TABLE 2

STEF 21 DETERMINE PROCESS FAGCTOR

THE PROOCESS FAOTOR 8 BASED ON THE PROOCEDS CONFICURATION. THIS VALUE IS
CALOULATED AS FOLLOWS

Y™ pnoorss PROCESS FEEDSTOOK RATK
PROOESS FEEDETOOK "ELATVE TO wEoHY

RATE REFINERY FEEDSTOOK RATE FACTOR OCONFISURATION

SHydroarasiing
X e -

TOTAL REFINEAY




EXAMPLE PERMIT CALCULATIONS
HYPOTHETICAL LUBE OIL REFINERY

STEP 2: DETERMINE PROCESS FACTOR (CONTINUED)

FROM THE PROCESS FACTOR TABLE:

PROCESS
| PROCESS CONFIGURATION FACTOR
Less than 6.49 081
6.50 to 7.49 0.88
750 to 7.99 1.00
8.00 to 8.49 1.09
L R

THE VALUE 0.83 IS OBTAINED.



TABLE 2 (cont’p)
STEP 22 DETERMINE PROCESS FACTOR

FROM THE PROCESS FACTOR TABLE:

PROCESS CONFIGURATION

FACTOR

THE VALUE IS OBTAINED.




EXAMPLE PERMIT CALCULATIONS
PROCESS WASTEWATER
HYPOTHETICAL LUBE OIL REFINERY

STEP 3: CALCULATE EFFLUENT LIMITS

BASED ON THE PRECEDING RESULTS, MAXIMUM DALY BCT LIMITS
AND BAT UIMITS (FOR AMMONIA, SULFIDE AND COD ONLY) WOULD BE

r EFFLUENT r REFINERY
UMITATION FEEDSTOCK EFFLUENT

POLLUTANT FACTOR SIZE PROCESS RATE LMY
PARAMETER (Lb/ 1000bbI) FACTOR FACTOR (1000 bbdb)/day) (Ldb/day)
BCT:

BOD—-8 17.9 0.97 0.88 128.0 1900.

7SS 12.8 0.97 0.68 128.0 1330.

O & G 8.7 0.97 0.a8 128.0 aaoa.
BAT:

Ammonla a3 0.97 0.88 123.0 aae.

Sulfide o.118 0.87 0.8a8 125.0 12.0

coD 127.0 0.97 0.68 128.0 13800.




TABLE 3

STEP 3: CALCULATE EFFLUENT LIMITS

BASED ON THE PRECEDING RESULTS, MAXIMUM DAILY BCT LIMITS
AND BAT LIMITS (FOR AMMONIA, SULFIDE AND COD ONLY) WOULD BE
CALCULATED AS FOLLOWS:

T erriuent B REFINERY l ]
LIMITATION FEEDSTOCK EFFLUENT

POLLUTANT FACTOR SIZE PROCESS RATE LT
PARAMETER (Lb/ 1000bbI) FACTOR FACTOR ( 1000 bbl/ day) (Lb/day)
BCYT:

8008 17.9

7SS 12.8

0O & G 5.7
BAT:

Ammonla 8.3

Sulfide c.118

coD 127.0




EXAMPLE PERMIT CALCULATIONS
PROCESS WASTEWATER
HYPOTHETICAL LUBE OIL REFINERY

STEP 4 CALCULATE AMENDED BAT LMMITS

BAT LIMITS FOR PHENOUC COMPOUNDS, TOTAL CHROMIUM AND HEXAVALENT CHROMIUM
ARE BASED ON A REVISED (1979 FLOW MODEL) PROCEDURE. THESE LAMTS ARE
CALCULATED ON THE BASIS OF TOTAL PROCESS FEEDSTOCK RATE FOR FIVE DISTINCT
PROCESS CATEGORES AS FOLLOWS:

PROCESS PROCESSES | PROCESS FEEDSTOCK
CATEGORY TLZED RATE (100088LS) USE SUM
GRUDE | ATL DSTALATON 128
VAC. DISTRLATION & 10
DESALTING 125 DETERMINE
TOW 310 HIGH YEAR
RGOS & RC I« 1
MG | HYDROCRAORNG 2
o | Y
o | o mooew T
FURFURAL EXTRACT. 40 USE SAME
FL PHENOL. EXTRACT. ‘9 YEAR'S DATA
T T w2
ST | ASPHALT PROD. a0 AS ABOVE
oL 40
REFORMING &
ALKYLATION NONE a0




TABLE &4

STEP 4: CALCULATE AMENDED BAT LMITS - EPA SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

BAT LMTS FOR PHENOUC COMPOUNDS, TOTAL CHROMUM AND HEXAVALENT CHROMIM
ARE BASED ON A REVISED (1979 FLOW MODEL) PROCEDURE. THESE LMITS ARE

CALCULATED ON THE BASIS OF TOTAL PROCESS FEEDSTOCK RATE FOR FIVE DISTINCT
PROCESS CATEGORES AS FOLLOWS:

PROCESS PROCESSES | PROCESS FEEDSTOCK
| comsoRy UTLZED ATE (100088LS) USE SUM
CRIOE | AL DISTLLATON
WIC. DISTLLATION 0
DESALTING DETERMINE
o | N HGH YER
RO & RC
CONG | HYDROCRAOGNG
R —.
WEE | LEE HYOROPNNG
RURFURAL XTRACT. USE SAME
. | oo B YEAR'S DATA
ST | T PR | AS ABOVE
= 1:
REORONG &
ALKYLATION NONE



DWMPLE PERMIT CALCULATIONS
PROCESS WASTEWATER
HYPOTHETICAL LUBE OL REFINERY

DALY MAGMUM BAT LMITS FOR PHENOUC COMPOUNDS, TOTAL CGHROMIA
AND HEUVALENT CHROMIM USING 1979 FLOW MODEL

CRACKING REFORMNG
AD ND
CRUDE COKING ASPHALT WBE AXCYLATION TOTAL
PROCESS PROCESS PROCESS PROCESS PROCESS | REFRNERY
AT LT - LMIT T LT LT
POLLUTANT | (B/day) (B/day) (B/ day) (B/day) ®/dy) | (/day)
Phenclic 310x Q013 | €1 xQ147 | 42007 | 1420380 | 0.0 x Q1N
Campounds = 403 - 497 - 2 - 524 = 00 1458
Total 310 x Q.01 61 x Q.11¢ 4 x 0.084 142 2 0299 | 0.0 x 0.107
Chremium - 14 =728 - 02¢ 428 = 00 15,18
Hexavaent | 310 x Q0007 | €1 x Q0078 | 4 x Q0041 | 142 x 0.0182 | 0.0 x 0.0068
Chrormium e 0217 = 0.484 = Q018 - 0273 = 0.0 0.97

Nobx For X0~Ooy Averoge Limia, Use Same Production Dota

Ja For Daly Madmum Calculctions




Step 4

TABLE 4 (conT'’D)

DALY MAXRAM BAT LMITS FOR PHENOUC COMPOUNDS, TOTAL CHROMAN
AD HORALENT CHROMIM USING 1979 RLOW WODEL

CRAOGNG REFORMNG
A ND
CRUCE COKING ASPHALT UmE AXYLAION TOTAL
PROCESS PROCESS PROCESS PROCESS PROCESS | MEFINERY
LT UMT LT LAST LT LT
POLLUTANT | (B/dey) (b/day) (b/doy) b/ day) /doy) | (B/doy)
z Q013 x 0147 z Q07 z 0360 x Q132
Corrpounds - - - - -
x Q011 x 0.119 x 0.084 x 0.299 x 0.107
x 0.0007 x 0.007% x 0.0041 x 00192 z 0.0063

Nolx Fer 30-Day Averoge Limita, Use Same Producion Doto

Ja For Daly Maximum Calculaions




DWMPLE PERMIT CALCULATIONS
PROCESS WASTEWATER
HYPOTHETICAL LUBE Ol REFINERY

STEP & COMPARE AMENDED BAT LMITS FOR PHENOLUIC COMPOUNDS,
TOTAL CHROMIAM AND HEXAVALENT CHROMIM WITH BPT LMITS

FOR THE EXAMPLE REFINERY:

DALY MOGMM  30-DAY AVERAGE

Moo 8/
wT oM @ W

PHENOUC
COMPOUNDS 1419 1858 | 684 448

TUIAL
CHROM 313 1818 1707 839

HEXAVALENT
CHROMRM 258 097 117 043

~ SET DALY MAMUM LT TO BPT (LE., 14.19 LB/DAY) FOR PHENOLC
COMPOUNDS, BECAUSE BAT CANNOT BE LESS STRINGENT THAN BPT.



TABLE 5

STEP & COMPARE AMENDED BAT LMTS FOR PHENOUC COMPOUNDS,
TOTAL CHROMRA AND HEXAVALENT CHROMIN WITH BPT LIMITS

DALY MG J0-DAY AVERAGE

(8/04Y) (L8/04)
Ll LN

= SET LIMITATIONS TO THF MORE STRINGENT QUANTITIES



CHECKLIST D-1
Monitoring Requirements: DISCRARGCE SAMPLING

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected

by the reviev team for review.

Qutfall ¢
Questioan:
l. Does the permit require monitoring for every pollutant for which limitations

sre included io the permit? List any inappropriste omissions.

Are thare pollutants for wvhich limitstions or coaditions are oot included
but which might be appropriate to monitor? Identify the pollutants ead
the resscns for including monitoring.

Does the perwit stipulate, mither in the genersal conditicns or ia the
permit limitations, that monitoring for all pollutants with limitations
be conducted sccording to test procedures approved under 40 CFR Part
1367 1ldentify sny exceptions.

Does the permit require wonitoring the volume of effluent discharged
form the outfall? 1If not, is an explecatioa provided?

Are effluent sampling frequencies specified for every pollutant for
which moanitoriang is required? Are these frequencies appropriate to give
sccurate results? Specify for each pollutant (e.g., daily, weekly,
quarterly, etc.):

Are sppropriate sampling procedures (i.s., grad, composite) used?

CARCXLIST D-2
Monitoring Requirements: DISCRARGE REPORTING

Question

1.

Are there asny pollutants for wvhich discharge moanitoring reportas are not
required at least once & year? List them.

Is reportiag on discharge moniroring report (DMR) forms required?
(122.41 (1)(s))

Specify discharge reporting frequeancy or fraquencies required in permit
for the outfall uader review (e.g., moncthly, qusrterly, etc.):




CHECXLIST £-1

Introduction: Complete one checklist for esch individual outfall selected

by the reviev team for review.

Question

1. Does the permit include a compliance schedule(s) for sach outfall which
is not in compliance with the limitations specified in the permit?

2. Are distinct interim requirements (milestones) with specific dates
included in compliance schedule(s)?

3. What is the basie for interim limitsatione? Was sctusl plant performance
revieved prior to developing interis limitations?

' Is the time between each interim date in the compliance schedule(s) less
than one year? 1If not, does the permit specify interim dates for
submission of reports?

t. Does the compliance schedule pravxdo for final compliance of BPT, BCT,

and BAT permit limitations?



APPENDIX 3

Coal Mirning PQR Cheoklist



Date

Coal Mining Industry
Permit Quality Review Checklist

General Information

Region State

NPDES #

Discharger

Issuance Date

Applicable Regulations

New discharger?

Contractor assistance used to vrite permit?

General Comments & Basis of Permit Selection:

HQ Reviewer

Regional Permit staff representative

Permit file complete?

Followv--up necessary?




Coal Mining Industry Permit Quality Review

REVIEWVER SUMMARY

A.

B.

Procedural Requirements (Administrative Records, Public Notices, State
Certification, Modifications, Enforcement Considerations)

Permit Conditions (Boilerplate, Special Conditions)




C. Effluent Limitations (Coverage, Basis, Vater Quality)

D. Monitoring (Sampling, Reporting)

E. Compliance (Inclusion of Schedule)



F. Other (Specify)



1.

Question

CHECKLIST A-1
Procedural Requirements: ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS

List any of the following items that have been omitted inappropriately
from the file, or provide explanation.

mban ob

[

Permit application and any support data furnished by applicant:
Draft permit;

Statement of basis or fact sheet;

All documents cited in statement of basis or fact sheet;

All comments received during public comment;

Tape or transcript of any hearings held and any written materials
submitted at hearing;

Response to significant comments raised during comment period and/or
hearing;

Final permit;

Explanation of changes from draft to final permit.



CHECKLIST A-2
Procedural Requirements: PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

Question

1. WYas a public notice issued of the preparation of draft permit and pro-
viding an opportunity for comment at least 30 days prior to final permit
decision?

2. Was a public hearing held?

3. Was a notice of public hearing issued at least 30 days prior to hearing?

4, Vas a summary response to significant comments raised during comment
period and/or hearing prepared and issued at time of final permit
decision?

CHECKLIST A-3
Procedural Requirements: STATE CERTIFICATION

Question
1. Vas a state certification or vaiver of state certification received?
2. List any conditions in the state certification not included in the

permit. Indicate any reasons provided for omissions.



CHECKLIST A-4
Procedural Requirements: RECORDS OF MODIFICATION

Question

l.

Does the permit documentation indicate that the permit wvas modified, or
revoked and reissued?

Vas the permit modified pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62(a)?

1f "yes", specify the basis identified in the permit documentation:
(alterations; new information; nev regulation; compliance schedules;
variance request; reopener; pretreatment).

Did cause exist for modification or revocation and reissuance pursuant to
40 CFR 122.62(b)? Specify cause:

a. Cause exists for termination, as provided in 40 CFR 122.64
(noncompliance; misrepresentation of or failure to disclose facts;
endangerment to human health or environment; change in condition);

b. Transfer of permit; (122.61)

¢. Other (specify)

Does the permit documentation indicate that the procedures of 40 CFR
124.5 for permit modification, revocation and reissuance or termination
vere folloved?

CHECKLIST A-5
ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION

Question

1.

Does the permit documentation indicate that any enforcement actions have

been taken?
Briefly describe nature of zction(s), date(s):




CHECKLIST B-1
Permit Conditions: BOILERPLATE

Question

1.

Identify whether the following general conditions have been incorporated
into the permit, either directly or by reference to 40 CFR Part 122.41
(or, iIf permit was issued prior to April 1983, by reference to 40 CFR
Parts 122.7 and 122.60). Identify any variation from the regulation
language.

122.41-

(a) Duty to comply;

(b) Duty to reapply;

(c) Duty to halt or reduce activity;

(d) Duty to mitigate;

(e) Proper operation and maintenance;

(f) Permit actions;

(g) Property rights;

(g) Duty to provide information;

(1) Inspection and entry;

(j) Monitoring and records (Including the requirement to report more
frequent sampling);

(k) Signatory requirement;

(1) Reporting requirements (including compliance schedule, noncompliance,
and DMR reporting);

(m) Bypass; and

(n) Upset.

If the general conditions are included by reference, is the CFR citation,
date and copy of the regulations provided? If "no”, specify missing
item(s):

Does the permit require notification to the Director as soon as the
permittee knows or has reason to believe that any activity has occured or
wvill occur vhich would result in the discharge of any toxic pollutant, if
that discharge will exceed the "notification levels" specified in 40 CFR
Part 122.42(a)(1)?

Does the permit require notification to the Director as soon as the
permittee knovs or has reason to believe that it has begun or expects
to begin to use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or
byproduct any toxic pollutant which vas not reported in the permit
application?

Is the permit effective for a fixed term vhich does not exceed five (5)
years from date of issuance?



CHECKLIST B-2
Permit Conditions: SPECIAL CONDITIONS if appropriate:

Are best management practices (BMPs) included in the permit to:

a. Minimize surface runoff volumes?

b. Prevent the addition of dilution water to comply wvith effluent
requirements?
Briefly describe BMPs included in permit.

Are any other special conditions requiring BMPs included in the permit?
Identify and specify reason for inclusion.

If the mine is an underground mine, does the permit contain any
subsidence control requirements? Briefly describe the requirements and
their basis.

Does the permit include any biological toxicity testing requirements?
Briefly describe the requirements and their basis.

Besides BMPs, subsidence control and toxicity, are there any other
special conditions. Briefly describe the requirements and their basis.

If the facility has closed mining operations, are precipitation events,
post-mining discharge limitations and revegetation requirements included
in the permit? Briefly describe the requirements and their basis.



CHECKLIST C-1
Effluent Limitations: TRANSLATING THE PERMIT APPLICATION
TO PERMIT LIMITATIONS

Introduction: Question #1 applies to all outfalls. For the remaining

questions, complete one checklist for each individual outfall
selected by the review team for reviev.

Qutfall #

———

Question

1. Have a set of effluent limitations or conditions been included in the
i s Eme merameer At rEall? /Coam Darmit Amomldaoedan
FCLIIIL LUL CVCL’ wvyiLiadsid A\WJET TSLmd Ll AapgpLaactivily

2. Are there pollutants for wvhich limitations or conditions are not included
but which might be appropriate to limit? Identify the pollutants and the
reasons for not including limitarions.

CHECKLIST C-2
Effluent Limitations: BASIS FOR LIMITATIONS

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected by

the review team for review.

Question

1.

(o9 )

Are the pollutant limitations based on the coal mining effluent guide-
lines, and/or vater gquality standards?

Are limitations for all pollutants in continuous discharges expressed as
both maximum daily values and average monthly values?

For those limitations not expressed as both maximum daily values and
average monthly values, does the permit documentation indicate that it
wvould be impracticable to set both?

Are limitations for all pollutants (except pH, temperature and/or
radiation) expressed in mass terms or as concentrations?

If limitations are expressed in mass units, does the permit documentation
demonstrate (specify):

a. If an effluent guideline applies, the applicable limitations are
expressed in mass units; or



The relationship of the pollutant discharged to a measure of opera-
tion.

That the production or throughput basis in the permit is a reasonable
measure of average actual production or throughput of mine or
preparation plant. The bases for each production process should be
documented.

Specify production or throughput basis:

- Maximum production or throughput during high month of previous
vear;

- Monthly average for the highest of previous 5 years;

- Other:




CHECKLIST C-3
Effluent Limitations: APPLICABLE EFFLUENT GUIDELINES

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected by

the reviev team for review, if effluent guidelines are appli-
cable.

Question

1. Vere promulgated effluent guidelines applicable to the source category at
the time permit was under consideration?

2. Vere effluent guideline limitations used as the basis for permit effluent
limitations at the outfall?

3. Are all pollutant limitations in the effluent guidelines included in the
permit?

4. Does the permit contain alternate limitations during precipitation events
in accordance with 40CFR 434 Subpart F?

5. Are wastestreams from different facilities (i.e., coal preparation plants
and coal preparation plant associated areas, active mining areas and
post-mining areas) commingled? If yes, have the most stringent effluent
limits for each pollutant been applied?

6. Has the mine drainage been categorized as acidic or alkaline, and the
analyses documenting that determination in the file? Have the appro-
priate effluent guidelines been applied based on the pH of the mine
drainage?

7. Was a best professional judgement (BPJ) analysis the basis for the permit
effluent limitation at the outfall?

B. Can all major inputs to the BPJ analysis be identified? (Note: Inputs
may include: permit application, state certification, contractor re-
ports, special reports from permittee, effluent guidelines development
documents.)

9. Vere water quality standards the basis for the permit effluent limita-
tions at the outfall?

10. Is the basis of the vater quality-based limitation identified in the
permit file?

Specify:
a. State certification
b. Other:
11. Have all applicable vater quality standards tovard vhich vater quality

analysis is directed been clearly identified?



12. Does the permit documentation explain any changes in the pollutant limi-
tations betveen the draft and the final permits? Specify basis:

a. Final limitations are the same as in the draft permit;
b. Limitations in the draft permit wvere revised based on issues raised

during the comment period; .
¢. Limitations in the draft permit were revised based on negotiations

with the permittee;
d. Other:




CHECKLIST C-4
Effluent Limitations: VATER QUALITY BASED LIMITATIONS

Introduction: This checklist is intended to point reviev team,inquiry towvard

those questions vhich can help in determining vhether or not
the vater quality analysis wvas "reasonable." Review Teanm
should provide a qualitative explanation of the limitation de-
velopment process on the evaluation form. Complete one check-
list for each individual outfall selected by the reviewv team
for review. If limits are based on approved State Vater Quali-
ty standards and if EPA did not participate in the WLA process,
some information on modeling nay not be available at the Re-
gional Office.

Qutfall #

Question

1.

Under what mechanism are toxics controls required?

State law

State regulation

State policy (written)
State guidance (vritten)

QN om

Have all applicable water quality standards and criteria towvard vhich
wvater quality analysis is directed been clearly identified?

Is a water quality analysis missing vhere it seems to be required?
Identify pollutants.

How are toxicity limits expressed?

3. Narrative statement
b. Monitoring requirements

i. Chemical-specific limitations
ii. Whole effluent toxicity limitations

What is the wvater quality-based permit limit designed to protect?
a. Aquatic life

b. Human health

c¢. Bioaccumulation

Does the permit document that vater gquality-based limitations are at
least as stringent as Federal categorical effluent limitations?

Is a toxicity reduction evaluation required?

Vhat factors are considered in establishing monitoring requirements?



10.

11.

Vere vater quality modeling and a mixing zone used in establishing the
limitations? (If ™no", skip to #23)

Is instream pollutant monitoring required by the permit? Are the
monitoring points identified?

Are current water quality conditions clearly identified? If possible,
specify basis:

a. Actual vater guality
b. Estimated water quality

Inputs to Quantitative Analysis:

12.

13.

14,

15.

Has the outfall discharge rate used in analysis been clearly identified?
(See Application)

a. Average discharge rate
b. Maximum discharge rate
¢. Other:

Has the stream flow rate used in the analysis been clearly identified?
If possible, specify whether:

a. Low flow rate (years of record)
b. Average flowv rate
¢. Other:

Vas the analysis directed tovard water quality within a mixing zone?
(If "yes", skip to #16)

Was the analysis directed toward water quality beyond the mixing zone
(i.e., wasteload allocation modeling)
(If "ves”, skip to #20)

Quantitative Analysis: Mixing Zone

16.

17.

18.

19.

Are the size and configuration of the mixing zone clearly identified?
Is it appropriate?

Has the vater quality model used been clearly identified?
Specify:

WYere the impacts of other major dischargers taken into account in the
analysis?

Does the permit documentation demonstrate that, based on modeling con-
clusions, applicable vater quality standards vere met in the mixing zone?
(If "yes™, skip to #23)

Quantitative Analysis: Wasteload Allocation

20.

Has the vater quality model used been clearly identified?
Specify:




21.

22.

23.

Vere the impacts of other major dischargers taken into account in the
analysis?

Does the permit documentation indicate the level of discharges and
limitations assumed for other major sources?

Does the permit documentation demonstrate that, based on modeling con-
clusions, applicable wvater quality standards will be met? If not, does
the permit documentation explain why the limitation vas used in spite of
modeling results?

Specify:




CHECKLIST D-1
Monitoring Requirements: DISCHARGE SAMPLING

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected by

the reviewv team for reviev.

Outfall #
Question
1. Does the permit require monitoring for every pollutant for wvhich limita-

tions are included in the permit? List any inappropriate omissions. Are
there pollutants for which limitations or conditions are not included but
which might be appropriate to monitor? Identify the pollutants and the
reasons for including monitoring.

2. Does the permit stipulate, either in the general conditions or in the
permit limitations, that monitoring for all pollutants with limitations
be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR part 1367
Identify any exceptions.

3. Does the permit require monitoring the volume of effluent discharged from
the outfall? If not, is an explanation provided?

4. Are effluent sampling frequencies specified for every pollutant for which
monitoring is required? Are these frequencies appropriate to give accu-
rate results? Specify for each pollutant (e.g., daily, wveekly, quarter-
ly, etc.):

5. Are appropriate sampling procedures (i.e., grab, composite) used?

CHECKLIST D-2
Monitoring Requirements: DISCHARGE REPORTING

Question

1. Are there any pollutants for vhich discharge monitoring reports are not
required at lest once a year? List thenm.

2. Is reporting on discharge monitoring report (DMR) forms required?
(122.41 [1]{4]))

3. Specify discharge reporting frequency or frequencies required in permit

for the outfall under reviev (e.g., monthly, quarterly, etc.):




CHECKLIST E-1

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected by

the review team for review,

Question

1.

Does the permit include a compliance schedule(s) for each outfall which
is not in compliance vith the limitations specified in the permit?

Are distinct interim requirements (milestones) with specific dates
included in compliance schedule(s)?

Vhat is the basis for interim limitations? WVas actual plant performance
revieved prior to developing interim limitations?

Is the time between each interim date in the compliance schedule(s) less
than one year? If not, does the permit specify interim dates for sub-
mission of reports?

Does the compliance schedule provide for final compliance of BPT, BCT,
and BAT permit limitations?



APPENDIX 4

Izorganic Chemicals PQR Checklist



Date

Inorganic Chemicals Manufacturing Industry
Permit Quality Review Checklist

General Information

Region State

NPDES #

Discharger

Issuance Date

Applicable Regulations

New discharger?

Contractor assistance used to write permit?

General Comments & Basis of Permit Selection:

HQ Reviewer

Regional Permit staff representative

Permit file complete?

Follow-up necessary’




loorganic Chemicals Manufaccuring Industry Permit Quslity Review

REVIEWER SUMMARY

A, Procedural Requirements (Administrat{ve Records, Public ﬁotice. State
Certification, Modifications, Enforcement Considerations)

B. Permit Conditions (Boilerplate, Special Conditions)




Cc. Effluent Limitations (Coverage, Basis, Water Quality)

D. Monitoring (Sampling, Reporting)

. Compliance {Inclusion of Schedule)



P. Other (Specify)



CHECKLIST A-]
Procedural Requirements: ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS

Queltion

1. List any of the folloving items that have been omitted inkppropriately
from the file, or provide explanation.

8. Permit application and any support data furnished by applicant;

b. Draft permit;

c. Statement of basis or fact sheet;

d. All documents cited in statement of basias or fact sheet;

e. All comments received during public comment;

f. Tape or transcript of any hearings held and any written materials
submitted at hearing;

g. Response to significant comments raised during comment period and/or
hearing;
h. Final permit:

L) lea pPREIZ=2t

{. Explanation of changes from draft to final permit.



CHRECKLIST A-2
Procedural Raquiremants: PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

Quention

1. Was @& public notice issued of the preparation .of draft petuit and
providing an opportunity for comment st least 30 days prior to final
permitc decision?

2. Was a public hearing held?

1. Was a notice of public hearing issued at least )0 days prior to hearing?

4, Was a summasry response to significant coaments raised during comment
period and/or hearing prepared and issued st time of final permit decision?

CHECKLIST A-1]
Procedural Requirements: STATE CERTIFICATION

guestion

l. Was a state certification or waiver of state certification received?

2. List any conditions in the state certification not included in the
permit., Indicate any reasons provided for omissions.



CHECXLIST A-4
Procedural Requiremenca: RECORDS OF MODIFICATION

Qgeltion

1. Does the permit documentation indicate that the permit wes modified,
or revoked and refssued?

2. Was the permit modified pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62(a)?
If "yes”, specify the basis identified in the permit documentstion:
(alterations; new information; new regulation; compliance schedules;
variance request; reopener; pretreatment).

3. Did cause exist for modification or revocation and reissuance pursuant
to 40 CRF 122.62(b)? Specify cause:

a. Cause exiats for termination, as provided {n 40 CFR 122,64
(noncompliance; misrepresentation of or faillure to disclose facts;
endanagerment to human health or environment; change in coadition);

b. Transfer of permit; (122.61)

c. Other (specify)

4. Does the permit documentation indicate that the procedures of 40 CRF
124.5 for permit modification, revocation and reissuance or termination
were followed?

CHECKLIST A-5
ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION

Question

1. Does the permit documentation indicate that any enforcement actions have

been taken?
Briefly describe (nature of action(s), date(s):




CHECKLIST B-1
Permit Conditions: BOILERPLATE

Qgeltion

1, Identify whether the following general condifions have been incorporated
into the permit, sither directly or by reference to 40 CFR Part 122.4!
{(or, if permit was issued prior to April 1983, by reference to 40 CFR
Parts 122.7 and 122.60). 1Identify any variation from the regulacion
language.

122.41-

(a) Duty to comply;

(b) Duty to reapply;

(¢) Duty to halt or reduce sctivity;

(d) Duty to mitigate;

(e) Proper operation and maintenance;

(f) Permit actions;

{g) Property rights;

(h) Duty to provide information;

{i) Ianspection and entry;

(3 Honitoring and records (Including the requirement to report more
frequent sampling);

(k) Signatory requirement;

(1) Reporting requirements (inciuding compiiance schedule, noncompliance,
and DMR reporting);

(m) Bypass;____ and

(n) Upset._

2. If the general conditions are included by reference, is the CPR citation,
date and copy of the regulations provided? 1If "no", specify missing
{ten(s):

3. Doea the permit require notification to the Director as soon as the
perzittee knows or has resson to believe that any activity has occured or
will occur which would result {n the discharge of any toxic pollutant,
{f that discharge vill exceed the "notificazion levels"” specified in 40
CFR Part 122.42(a)(1)?

4, Does the permit require notification to the Director as soon as the

permittee knows or has reason to believe chat it has
to begin to use or manufacture as an intermediate or
byproduct any toxic pollutant which was not reported

application?

begun or expects
final product or
in the permit

S. Is the permait effective for & fixed term which does not exceed five (5)

vears from date of issuance?



CHECKLIST B-2
Permit Conditilons: SPECIAL CONDITIONS 1f sppropriaste:

Question

1.

2‘

Are any special conditons requiring best management practice (BMPs)
{ncluded in the permit? 1ldentify and specify reason for inclusioan.

Does the permit include any diologicel toxicity testing requirements?
Briefly describe the requirements and their basis.

Besides BMPs and toxicity, are there any other special conditons. 3Briefly
describe the requirements and their bdasis.



CHECKLIST Cc-!
Effluent Limitations: TRANSLATING THE PERMIT APPLICATION
TO PERMIT LIMITATIONS

Introduction: Question fl applies to all ocutfalls. Por the remaining

questions, complete one checklist for esch individual outfall
selected by the review tsam for review.

Oucfall #
Quention
l. Have a set of effluent limitations or conditons been included in the

permit for every outfall? (See Permit Application)

2. Are there pollutants for which limitations or conditons are not included
but which might be appropriate to limit? Identify the pollutants and
the reasocs for not including limications.

CHECLKIST C-2
Effluent limitations: BASIS FOR LIMITATIONS

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual ocutfall selected by
the revievw team for review.

guestion

l. Are the pollutant limitations based on the inorgsnic chemicals effluent
guidelines, and/or water quality standards?

2. Are limitastions for all pollutants in continuous discharges expressed as
both maximum daily values and average monthly values?

3. For those limitations not expressed ss Yoth saxisum daily values and
average monthly values, does the permit documentation indicate cthat it
would be impracticable to set both?

4. Are limitations for all pollutants (except pH, temperature and/or
radiation) expressed in mass terms?

S. If limitations are expressed in units other than mass, does the permit
documentation demonstrate that (specify):

a. The pollutants(s) itself cannot be appropriately expressed in mass
terms;



1f an effluent guideline spplies, the spplicable limitations are

expressed in alternative units; or
The pollutant discharged cannot be related to s measure of operation

(e.g., ISS for certain mining operations), and a special condition
has been ifncluded to ensure thst dilution will not be used as s
substitute for trestment.



CHECKLIST C-3

Y ¥ &1 _ e ® A2 oa oy . AMABI YALRTS S Peen
Effluent Limitations: AMTILiIVADLE EIrLUL

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected

by the reviev team for review, {f effluent guidelines and EPA
settlement agreement are applicabdle.

ggeption

1.

2.

€0

10.

Were promulgated effluent guidelines applicable to any/all of the inorganic
cheaical(s) manufactured at the plant at the time permit was under considerat

Were effluent guideline limitations used as the basis for permit effluent
limitations at the outfall?

Are applicable effluent guidelines limitations based on production?

Was production basis in the permit a reasonable measure of average
actual production for each chemical produced, not design production capacity?
The bages for each production process should be documented.

casd T PELEC ST P22

a. Haxinun production during high month of previous year;

' Manrthle avaraze for rthe h4ah-.? Af neaviane § caaea:
Ve ‘y‘l“l‘] - v “-a‘ R 5' - & VAVWUS

¢. Other:

Are all pollutant limitations in the effluent guidelines included in the
permit?

Does the inorganic chemical piant have a singie or multi product operation?
If the inorganic chemical plant is a multiproduct facility:

a. Have effluent guidelines been promulgated for all product lines?

b. Are the calculations to determine combined wvastestream limitations
verifiable and documented?

¢, If unregulated chemicsls are manufactured, how vere combined limits
deterained? 1Ia BPJ analysis, vastevater flowrastes and pollutant
concentrations used for the unregulated chemicals documented? Are
calculations combining concentration limits and mass limits documented?

Were process methods identified and proper effluent guidelines applied

for those chemicale vith glzernate liaits for different processing metheods?
(Boric Acid, Calcium Carbonate, Chlor-Alkal!l, Hydrogen Peroxide, Lithium
Carbonate, Sodium Chloride, and Titanium Dioxide).

Do the applicable effluent guidelines sddress stormwater runoff’
how i{s stormwater handled?

A &F < Py
1f wvot,

Was a best professional judgement (BPJ) analysis the basis for the peramit
effluent limitstion at the ocutfall?



11.

12.

Can all major inputs to the BPJ analysis be identified? (Note: Inputs
may include: permit application, state certification, contractor reports,
special reports from permittee, effluent guidelines development documents.)

Does the permit documentation explain any changes in the pollutant
limitations between the draft and the final permits? Specify basis:

a, Final limitarions are the same as in the draft permity

b. Limitations in the draft permit were revised based on issues raised
during the comment period;

¢. Limitations in the draft permit were revised based on negotiations
with the permittee;

d. Other:




CHECKLIST D-1
Monitoring Requirements: DISCRARGE SAMPLING

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected

by the revie- team for review,

Outfall ¢

guestion:

1.

Does the permit require monitoring for every pollutant for which limitations
are included in the permit? List sny inappropriate omissions.

Are there pollutants for which limitations or conditions are not i{ncluded
but vhich might be appropriate to monitor? Identify the pollutants and

the reasons for including monitoring.

2. Does the permit stipulate, either in the genersl conditions or in the
permit limitations, that monitoring for all pollutants with limitations
be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 TFR Partc
136? Identify any exceptions.

3. Does the permit require monitoring the volume of effluent discharged
from the outfall? 1f not, is an explanation provided?

4. Are effluent sampling frequencies specified for every pollutant for
which monitoring {s required? Are these frequencies appropriate to give
accurate results? Specify for each pollutant (e.g., daily, weekly,
quarterly, etc.):

5. Are appropriate sampling procedures (i.e., gradb, composite) used?

CHECKLIST D-2 ‘
Monitoring Requirements: DISCHARGE REPORTING

Question

l. Are there any pollutants for which discharge amaonitoring reports are not
required at least once a year? List thea.

2. Is reporting on discharge monitoring report (DMR) forms required?
(122.41 (1) (4))

3. Specify discharge reporting frequency or frequencies required i{in permit

for the outfall under review (e.g., monthly, quarterly, etc.):




CHECKLIST D~|
Moni{toring Requirements: DISCHARGE SAMPLING

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individusl outfall selected
by the review team for review.

Oucfall #

Question:

1. Does the permit require monitoring for every pollutant for which limitations
are included in the permit? List any inappropriate omissions.
Are there pollutants for which limitations or conditions are not included
but which might be appropriate to monitor? Identify the pollutants and
the reasons for including monitoring.

2. Does the permit stipulate, either {in the general conditions or in the
permit limitations, that monitoring for all pollutants with limitaciocas
be couducted according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR Part
136? 1ldentify any exceptions.

3. Does the permit require monitoring the volume of effluent discharged
from the outfall? If not, {8 an explanation provided?

4. Are effluent sampling frequencies specified for every pollutsant for
which monitoring i{s required? Are these frequencies appropriate to give
accurate results? Specify for each pollutant (e.g., daily, weekly,
quarterly, etc.):

5. Are appropriate sampling procedures (i.e., grab, composite) used?

CHECKLIST D-2
Monitoring Requirements: DISCHARGE REPORTING

ggestion

l. Are there any pollutants for which discharge monitoring reports are not
required at least once a year? List thea.

2. Is reporting on discharge monitoring report (DMR) forms required?
(122.41 (1)(4))

3. Specify discharge reporting frequency or frequencies required in peramit
for the outfall under review (e.g., monthly, quarterly, etc.):




CHECKLIST E-1

Iantroduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected

by the revievw teams for review.

Question

1.

Does the permit include a compliance schedule(s) for each outfall which
is not in compliance with the limitations specified in the permit?

Are distinct interim requirements (milestones) with epecific dates
included in compliance schedule(s)?

What is the basis for {nterim limitations? Was actusl plant performance
revieved prior to developing interim limitations?

I¢ the time between each interim date in the compliance schedule(s) less
than one year? 1If not, does the permit especify interim dates for
submission of reports?

Does the compliance schedule provide for final compliance of BPT, BCT,
and BAT permit limitacions?



ATTACHMENT |



ATTACHMENT |

Effluent Limitations - Inorganic Chemicals Manufacturing Industry

40 CPR 415, Inorganic Chemicals Manufacturing Point Source Category addresses
discharges from the manufacturing of eighty inorganic chemcials. Of these
eighty chemicals, sixty have promulgated effluent limits and twenty are reserved.

Table 1 lists the chemicals and summarizes the atatus of the regulations.

The most important pollutants found in inorganic {ndustry wvasetewaters are
(a) toxic pollutants (chromium, nickel, cadmium, lead, mercury, copper, ziac
and cysnide), (b) conventional pollutants (TSS, pH) and (c) nonconventional
pollutants (COD, fluoride, iron, aod ammonia). The pollutant loading et a
particular plant depends on the inorganic chemicals msanufactured and {n some
cases, the process methods used. The regulations have subcategorized the

{ndustry to reflect these variations {n wastewvater quality.

All of the effluent guidelines, except zinc chloride (subcategory BO),
are production based mass limits. The zinc chloride guidelines are concentration
based because wastewater flow rates fluctuate depending on the product water
content. Zinc chloride may be produced for sale as solutions of varying
concentration and as solid zinc chloride. The volume of wastewater generated
{ncreases with increased product concentation. Zinc chloride manufacturer's
typically produce sll grades of rinc chloride. A single mass-bound limit cannot
cover this range of operating conditions, therefore concentration-based limits

are used.

A substantial number of inorganic chemicals have zero pollutant discharge

requirements. Some chemicals have allowances for large rainfalls or brine



recycle. These chemicals are highlighted in Table ! with notes 1 through 5,

Most inorganic chemicale manufscturing plents are smultiproduct operations.
For these plants, the effluent limits for each chemicel produced are combdined
luent guidelines have been
promulgated for each chemcial, then the plant's total limits ere simply a sum
of the individual limits. However, if one or more of the chemicals produced {s
unregulated, the limits for the plant will be based in part on a EPJ snalysis.
Mass limits for unregulated chemicals are based on BPJ councentration based
effluent limits and the wastewater flow rate attributable to that chemical.
The mass limits of the regulated and unregulated chemicals are then coabined
to determine the total plant dischafge limits. Rain water runoff is included
in the regulacions for most of chemicals. Most plants commingle rainwater
runoff and process wastewaters. Best Management Practices (BMPs) are usually
employed to minimize the amount of surface runoff. If raiowater i{s not

commingled with process wastewaters, or is not addresseed in the regulations

for a given chemical, then it should be addressed in the permit.



l.

3.
4.

S.
6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
i1,
12.
13.
14,
15.

16.
17.
18.
19,
20.
21.

22.
23,
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
3s.
36.
37.

TABLE |

Sumsary of Regulatory Status 40 CPR 415
Inorganic Chemicals Manufacturing Industry

Chemical

Alusinua Chloride
Aluminum Pluoride
Aluminuma Sulfate
Amaonium Chloride

- Ammonia/Hydrogen Chloride
- Solvay Process Waste Recovery

Amamonium Hydroxide
Barium Carbonate
Borax
Boric Acid
- Trona Process
- Mined Borax Process
Bromine
Cadmium Pigments
Cadaium Chloride
Cadmium Nitrate
Cadaium Sulfate
Calcium Carbide
Calciuam Carbonate
- Milk of Lime Process
- Solvay Recovery Process
Calcium Chloride
Calcium HRydroxide
Calcium Oxide
Cardon Dioxide
Carbon Monoxide
Chlor-Alkal{
=~ Mercury Cell Process
=~ Diaphras Cell Process
Chrome Pigments
Chromic Acid -
Copper Carbonate
Copper Chloride
Copper lodide
Copper Nitrate
Copper Sulfate
Cobalt Chloride
Cobalt Sulfate
Cuprous Oxide
Ferric Chloride
Ferrous Sulfate
FPluorine
Rydrochloric Acid
Hydrofluoric¢ Acid
Hydrogen

40 CFR 415
Subpart BPT BCT BAT PSES
A - - - X
W X X X -
B X(1) - X(2) X
X
X(3) - - -
x - - -
Y ~==<=-~~ Regerved -------
Z | mme—— Regerved -------
AA X(s) - - -
AB
X(s) - - -
x - - -
AC X(5) - - -
BL X X X X
BL X X X X
BL X X X X
BL X X X X
o X(3) - X(3) -
AD
x - - -
x - - -
D X - X(3) -
AE X(3) - - -
E x(1) - X(2) -
AF == Reserved -------
AG X - - -
) 4
X X X -
X - X X
AH X X X X
Al X3 - - X
AJ X X X X
AJ X X X X
Al X X X X
AJ X X X X
AJ X X X X
BM X X X X
BM X X X X
AR ——==~= Regerved ~--—---
AL x(3) - - X
AM - -~ Reserved -------
AN (3 - - -
G =—~--=- Reserved -~-----
H X - X -
AO (6) - - -



TABLE 1| (Continued)

Summary of Regulatory Status 40 CPR 415
Inorganic Chemicals Manufacturing Industry

40 CFR 415
Chemical Subpart BPT BCT BAT PSES
38, Hydrogen Cyanide AP X X X -
39. Hydrogen Peroxide I
= Organic Process X - - -
- Electrolyte Process X - - -
40. lodine AQ X{(3) - - -
41, Lead Monoxide AR X(3) - - X
42. Lithium Carbonate AS
- Trona Process X(S) - - -
- Spodumene Ore X - - -
43, Manganese Sulfate AT -====== Regerved -------
44, Nickel Carbonate AU X X X X
45, Nickel Chloride AU X X X X
46. Nickel FPluoborate AU X X X X
47, Nickel Nitrate AU X X X X
48. Nickel Sulfate AU X X X X
49, Nitric Acid J  em——— Reserved -—--——~
50. Strong Nitric Acid AV —————— Reserved ~-~-----
51. Oxygen AW X - - -
52. Nitrogen AW X - - -
53. Potassium Chloride AX X(s) - - -
54. Potassium Dichromate L X(3)y -~ X{3) X
55. Potassium Iodine AY X - - -
56. Potassium Metal K X(3) - X(3) -
57. Potassius Permanganate AZ —me—— Reserved ----- —_
S8. Potassium Sulfate M x(1) - X(2) -
59. Silver Nitrate BA X - - X
60. Sodium Bicarbonate N X(3) - X(3) -
6l. Sodium Bisulfate ). X X X -
62. Sodium Carbonate 0 —-=—=—=- Reserved -------
63. Sodium Chlorate BN X X X -
64, Sodium Chloride P
- Solar Evaporation Process X() - X(4) -
- Brine Mining Process X - - -
65. Sodium Dichromate Q X X X -
66. Sodium Fluoride BC X(3) - - X
67. Sodium Hydrosulfide BD  mee- -~ Reserved ----- -
68. Sodium Rydrosulfite BE —————— Reserved ----~---
69. Sodium Metal R ~====— Reserved -------
70. Sodium Silicate S ——————— Reserved -—-----
71. Sodium S{licofluoride BF = ~==o——- Reserved -------
72. Sodium Sulfite T X X X -
73, Sodium Thiosulfate 3G ~====-- Reserved ----- —_
74. Stannic Acid BR X(3) -~ - -
75, Sulfur Dioxide Bl = ememm—- Reserved -------
76. Sulfuric Acid U «——-—-=- Regerved -------



TABLEZ 1 (Continued)

Susmary of Regulatory Status 40 CFR 415
Inorganic Chemicale Msnufacturing Induscry

40 CFR 415
Chemical Subpart B3PT BCT BAT PSES

77. Ticanium Dioxide v

- Sulfate Process X X X -

-~ Chloride Process X X X -

- Chloride/llmenite Process X X X -
78, Zinc Chloride 30 X X X X
79. Zinc Oxide BJ ~====-— Reserved -------
80. Zinec Sulfate 3K X(3) - - -
NOTES

X = Promulgated liamite.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

No discharge of process wastewater pollutants except in the event of a
storm greater than the 10 year, 24 hour rainfall.

No discharge of process wastewater pollutants except in the event of a
storm greater than the 25 year, 24 hour rainfall.

No discharge of process wastewater pollutants into navigable waters.

No discharge of process wastewater pollutants except unused bitterns which
may be returned to the body of water from which the bdbrine solution was
originally withdrawn provided no additional pollutants were added.

No discharge of process wastewster pollutants except residusl brine and
depleted liquor which may be returned to the body of water from which the
process brine sclution was originally drawn.

No discharge except ss provided for in 40 CFR 419, Petroleum Reficeries.



APPENDIX 5

Organic Chemicals PQR Checklist



Date

Organic Chemicals and Plastics and
Synthetic Fibers (OCPSF) Manufacturing
Industry ’
Permit Quality Review Checklist

General Information

Region State

NPDES #

Discharger

Issuance Date

Applicable Regulations

New discharger?

Contractor assistance used to write permit?

General Comments & Basis of Permit Selection:

HQ Reviever

Regional Permit staff representative

Permit file complete?

Follow-up necessary?




OCPSF Industry Permit Quality Review

REVIEVER SUMMARY

A,

B.

Procedural Requirements (Administrative Records, Public Notices, State
Certification, Moditications, Enforcement Considerations)

Permit Conditions (Boilerplate, Special Conditions)




C. Effluent Limitations (Coverage, Basis, VWater Quality)

D. Monitoring (Sampling, Reporting)

E. Comgliance (Inclusion of Schedule)



F. Other (Specify)



CHECKLIST A-1
Procedural Requirements: ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS

Question

1. List any of the followving items that have been omitted inappropriately
from the file, or provide explanation.

Permit application and any support data furnished by applicant

a.

b. Draft permit

¢c. Statement of basis or fact sheet

d. All documents cited in statement of basis or fact sheet

e. All comments received during public comment

f. Tape or transcript of any hearings held and any vritten materials
submitted at hearing

g. Response to significant comments raised during comment period and/or

hearing
h. Final permit
Explanation of changes from draft to final permit

-



CHECKLIST a-2
Procedural Requirements: PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

Question

1. Was a public notice issued of the preparation of draft permit and pro-
viding an opportunity for comment at least 30 days prior to final permit
decision?

2. Was a public hearing held?

3. Yas a notice of public hearing issued at least 30 days prior to hearing?

4, Vas a summary response to significant comments raised during comment
period and/or hearing prepared and issued at time of final permit
decision?

CHECKLIST A-3
Procedural Requirements: STATE CERTIFICATION

Question
1. Vas a state certification or waiver of state certification received?
2. List any conditions in the state certification not included in the

permit. Indicate any reasons provided for omissions.



CHECKLIST a-2
Procedural Requirements: PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

Question

1. Was a public notice issued of the preparation of draft permit and pro-
viding an opportunity for comment at least 10 days prior to final permit
decision?

2. Was a public hearing held?

3. Yas a notice of public hearing issued at least 30 days prior to hearing?

4, Vas a summary response to significant comments raised during comment
period and/or hearing prepared and issued at time of final permit
decision?

CHECKLIST A-3
Procedural Requirements: STATE CERTIFICATION

Question
1. Vas a state ceartification or wvaiver of state certification received?
2. List any conditions in the state certification not included in the

permit. Indicate any reasons provided for omissions.



CHECKLIST B-1
Permit Conditions: BOILERPLATE

Question

1. Identify whether the following general conditions have been incorporated
into the permit, either directly or by reference to 40 CFR Part 122.41
(or, if permit was issued prior to April 1983, by reference to 40 CFR
Parts 122.7 and 122.60). Identify any variation from the regulation
language.

122.41-

(a) Duty to comply

(b) Duty to reapply

(c) Duty to halt or reduce activity

(d) Duty to mitigate

(e) Proper operation and maintenance

(f) Permit actions

(g) Property rights

(h) Duty to provide information

(i) Inspection and entry

(j) Monitoring and records (Including the requirement to report more
frequent sampling)

(k) Signatory requirement

(1) Reporting requirements (including compliance schedule, noncompliance,
and DMR reporting)

(m) Bypass

{n) Upset

2. If the general conditions are included by reference, is the CFR citation,
date and copy of the regulations provided? If "no", specify missing
item(s):

3. Does the permit require notification to the Director as soon as the
permittee knovs or has reason to believe that any activity has occurred
or will occcur which would result in the discharge of any toxic pollutant,
if that discharge will exceed the "notification levels" specified in 40
CFR Part 122.42¢a)(1)?

4, Does the permit require notification to the Director as soon as the
permittee knovs or has reason to believe that it has begun or expects
to begin to use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or
byproduct any toxic pollutant vhich was not reported in the permit
application?

5. Is the permit effective for a fixed term vhich does not exceed five (5)

years from date of issuance?



CHECKLIST B-2
Permit Conditions: SPECIAL CONDITIONS if appropriate

Are best management practices (BMPs) included in the permit to:

a. Minimize surface runoff volumes?
b. Prevent the addition of dilution water to comply with effluent
requirements?

Are any other special conditions requiring BMPs included in the permit?
Identify and specify reason for inclusion.

Besides BMPs, are there any other special conditions? Briefly describe
the requirements and their basis.



CHECKLIST C-1

Effluent Limitations: TRANSLATING THE PERMIT APPLICATION
TO PERMIT LIMITATIONS

Introduction: Question #1 applies to all outfalls. For the remaining
questions, complete one checklist for each individual outfall
selected by the review team for reviev.

Outfall #
Question
1. Have a set of effluent limitations or conditions been included in the
permit for every outfall? (See Permit Application)
2. Are. there pollutants for which limitations or conditions are not included

but which might be appropriate to limit? Identify the pollutants and the
reasons for not including limitations.

CHECKLIST C-2
Effluent Limitations: BASIS FOR LIMITATIONS

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected by
the reviev team for reviewv.

Question

1. Are the pollutant limitations based on the effluent guidelines, best
professional judgement, and/or vater quality criteria and standards?

2. Are limitations for all pollutants in continuous discharges expressed as
both maximum daily values and average monthly values?

3. For those limitations not expressed as both maximum daily values and
average monthly values, does the permit documentation indicate that it
vould be impracticable to set both?

4. Are limitations for all pollutants (except pH, temperature, and/or
radiation) expressed in mass terms or as concentrations?

5. If limitations are expressed in mass units, does the permit documentation
demonstrate (specify):

a. If an effluent guideline applies, the applicable limitations are
expressed in mass units.



The relationship of the pollutant discharged to a measure of opera-
tion.

That the production or throughput basis in the permit is a reasonable
measure of average actual production or throughput of mine or
preparation plant. The bases for each production process should be
documented.

Specify production or throughput basis:

- Maximum production or throughput during high month of previous
year

- Monthly average for the highest of previgus 3 years

- Other:




CHECKLIST C-3
Effluent Limitations: THE USE OF BEST PROFESSIONAL JUDGEMENT

PR [P B |

all selected by

Qutfall #

Question

1. Was a best professional judgement (BPJ) analysis the basis for the permit
effluent limitation at the outfall?

2. Can all major inputs to the BPJ analysis be jidentified? (Note: Inputs
may include: permit application, state certification, contractor
reports, special reports from permittee, effluent guidelines developmen:
documents. )

3. Does the permit documentation explain any changes in the pollutant
limitations betwveen the draft and the final permits? Specify basis:

a. Final limitations are the same as in the draft permit

5. Lizi:izzions in the draft permit vere revised based on issues raised
during the comment period

c¢. Limitations in the draft permit vere revised based on negotiations
vith the permittee

d. Other:

Is a description provided for all operations contributing wastewvater
to the effluent, including process vastevater, sanitary wvastewater,
cooling water, and storm wvater?

IS
W

b. Is the average flow contributed by each source described?
¢. Is the treatment received by each source described?

S. a. Except for storm vater, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges
intermittent or seasonal?

b. Are the frequency and flov duration described for each intermittent
or seascnal discharge?

6. a. Are vastevaters from different sources comingled prior to monitoring?

b. Are pollutant loads from Ehe different sources accounted for in the
derivation of a combined vastestream effluent limitation?



Non-QCPSF Process VWastewvater

7.

8.

10.

11.

Is non-CCPSF process wvastewvater discharged through this outfall?

Are promulgated effluent guidelines applicable to the non-OCPSF process
vastewvater?

Vere effluent guideline limitations used as the basis for allocating
pollutant loads to the non-OCPSF process vastewaters?

Are all of the pollutant limitations in the effluent guidelines included
in the permit?

If effluent guidelines wvere not used or if none are promulgated for the
non-0CPSF process wastevater, are the bases for pollutant selection and
effluent limitations adequately discussed?

QOCPSF Process ¥astewater

12.
13.

14.

Is OCPSF process vastevater discharged through this outfall?

Place a check next to the source(s) of information listed belov that wvere
used to provide a basis for pollutant parameter selection for the OCPSF
process wastewater.

a. Effluent guidelines proposed on March 21, 19831

b. Tables L-1 through L-8 in the July 17, 19B5 OCPSF Notice of
Availability

c. Sampling and analysis of the influent to the end-of-pipe
treatment system

d. Sampling and analysis of the effluent from the end-of-pipe
treatment system (Form 2C Parts V-A , -B, and -C)

e. Pollutants identified in Form 2C Part V-D

£. NPDES permits for comparable facilitles

g. Literature or analyses that shov relationships betveen process

cheamistry and pollutants in process vastevater

h. Other (please describe):

Place a check next to the method(s) used to determine effluent
limitations for the OCPSF process wastevater.

a. BPT OCPSF effluent guidelines proposed on March 21, 1983
T (48 FR 11828)



15.

b. BAT OCPSF effluent guidelines proposed on March 21, 1983
(48 FR 11828)

c. BPT OCPSF effluent guidelines presented on July. 17, 1985

(50 FR 29068) or corrected on October 11, 1985 (S0 FR 41528)
d. BAT OCPSF effluent guidelines presented on July 17, 1985

(50 FR 29068) or corrected on October 11, 1985 (50 FR 41528)
e. 0ld permit limitations
£. A statistical analysis of treatment system performance
g Adaptation of NPDES permits for similar facilities
h. Adaptation of Federal standards that regulate similar

vastestreams

i. Performance of treatment technologies as documented in
engineering literature

j. Other (please describe):

Did the permit writer consider the control of volatile organic air
emissions from in-plant or end-of-pipe wastewater treatment systems?

Noncontact Cooling Water

16.

17.

18.

Is noncontact cooling water discharged through this outfall?

Do Parts V or VI of the Form 2C indicate the presence of pollutants that
may be the result of condenser leaks, water treatment chemicals, or other
sources?

If effluent limitations and monitoring requirements are specified for the
noncontact cooling vater discharge, list the parameters covered:

Storm Water

19.

20.

Is storm vater discharged through this outfall?

Is storm vater from plant-associated areas discharged through this
outfall? Plant-associated areas mean industrial plant yards, immediate
access roads, drainage ponds, refuse piles, storage piles or areas, and
materials or products loading and unloading areas. The term excludes
areas located on plant lands separate from the plant’s industrial
activities, such as office buildings and accompanying parking lots.



21. 1Is treatment provided for the storm water discharge?

22. If effluent limitations and monitoring requirements are specified for the
storm vater discharge, list the parameters covered:




CHECKLIST C-4
Effluent Limitations: VWATER QUALITY-BASED LIMITATIONS

Introduction: This checklist is intended to point review team inquiry towvard

Question

those questions which can help in determining wvhether or not
the vater quality analysis vas "reasonable.” Revievw Team
should provide a qualitative explanation of the limitation de-
velopment process on the evaluation form. Complete one check-
list for each individual outfall selected by the reviev team
for review. If limits are based on approved State vater quali-
ty standards and if EPA did not participate in the VLA process,
some information on modeling may not be available at the
Regional Office.

Qutfall #

Yater Quality Standards and Designated Uses

1.

Under wvhat mechanism are toxics controls required?

an owm

State law

State regulation

State policy (written)
State guidance (written)

How/why was this permit selected for water quality-based toxics control?

- mmd O o

Effluent roxicity screening
Ambient stream monitoring results
Inspection

DMR data

Results of dilution evaluation
Pretreatment program

Identified vater ‘87 SPMS

208 WQH plan

Other

Vhat is the designated vater use or classification?

oM e AN nNnam

Industrial

Potable vater source

Body contact recreation

Limited contact recreation

Commercial fishing, cold vater/varm vater fishery
Sport fishing

Agriculeural

Other (explain)



4, Is there a State toxics control strategy? Yes/No. If yes, are permit
derivation procedures specifically included in the State’s toxic control
strategy? Yes/No.

5. Vhat is the basis for pollutant-specific limits, such as heavy metals,
organics, etc.?

a. State water quality standards/criteria
b. Narrative state water quality/criteria
c. EPA criteria
d. EPA vater quality advisories
e. PDA action levels
f. Drinking water RMCLs/MCLs
g. Other
6. Complete the chart for each pollutant parameter with specific limits:

(attach additional sheet if necessary)

Parameters
Basis of Limit Metals Organics Non-Conventionals

State WQS

State Narrative WQ Criteria
EPA Criteria

¥Q Advisory

FDA Action Levels

DV Standards

Promulgated Effluent
Guidelines

Best Professional Judgement

Other

7. a. If applicable, what is the basis for vhole effluent toxicity limits?
(Attach copy of permit language shoving form of limit)

i. State Vater Quality Standards
ii. EPA Technical Support Document (TSD) as toxic units/NOEL

iii. Other



b. If applicable, identify toxicity testing methods:

i. type (e.g. acuteschronic, flow through/static)

ii. species (e.g., Ceriodaphnia, Celenastrum
fathead minnow) i

11{i. duration (e.g. 7 day, 96 hour)

iv. methods described in attachment

Specify the magnitude, duration, and frequency for State Vater Quality
Standards (for wvhole effluent toxicity limits) if different from EPA
recommended criteria and specify vhere applied.

Vas EPA criteria for toxic units used (e.g. 0.3 acute and 1.0 chronic
toxic units)? Vere both criteria used? Vhere are the criteria applied
(e.g. chronic TU at edge of mixing zone)? Explain.

Exposure Assessment/Vasteload Allocation

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

What types of data gathering mechanisms vere used for the VLA?

Application form information (e.g. Form 2C)
Discharge monitoring reports (DMRs)

208 WQM plan

308 letters (ambient/effluent monitoring)
Administrative orders (AOs)

Intensive stream survey

Ambient fixed station monitoring

Other sources (specify)

TFWR o a0 ON

Vas a mixing zone concept used for this permit? VYes/No. Is it a
complete mixing zone? Yes/No. Where do the toxicity limits apply?

How wvere the mixing zones determined?

3. Dye studies
b. Desktop calculations
c. Other (specify)

For this permit, vas vasteload allocation modeling beyond dilution
calculation for toxicity performed? VYes/No. If no, go to 13. If yes,
describe the type of calculation used and identify the parameters that
are modeled?

a. Whole effluent
b. Chemical specific
¢c. Both

Vhat type of model vas used to perform the WLA?
a. Steady-state Model name

b. Dynamic
¢. Other (explain)




15.

16.

17,

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Are models calibrated? Yes/No. Verified? Yes/No. Has the State
established minimum data requirements before a vasteload allocation model
can be considered calibrated and verified? Yes/No. If yes, vhat data
wvere used?

a. Data from selected sites extrapolated to other areas
b. Site-specific data collected from each WLA
¢. Other (explain)

Vhat stream design flowv is specified? Is this a seasonal flow?
a. 1Q10 applied to acute criteria CFS

b. 7010 applied to chronic criteria
¢. Others (specify)

Was nonpoint source contribution estimated? If so, how?

a. As lov flov background/headvater concentration
b. Other (explain)

Vere cantributions of toxicants from sediments to overlying vater
included in the assessment? Yes/No. If yes, explain hovw,

Is the valence of permitted pollutants assessed (e.g. hexavalent chromium
or trivalent chromium)? Yes/No.

Were the effects of hardness/teaperature/pH determined for heavy metals,
ammonia, etc.? Explain.

Was production basis in the permit a reasonable measure of average actual
production, not design production capacity? (See Porm 2C, Items III-B
and C.) Specify production basis.

a. Maximum production during high month of previocus year
b. Monthly average for the highest of previous year
¢. Other (explain):

Based on question 21, vhat is the representative flov from this facility?
MGD or CFS

a. Hov vas representative flov determined?
b. Specify hov determined (e.g. actual aeasurements, production, etc.)

Permit Derivation Procedures

23.

Hov were the toxicant and toxicity limits for this permit derived from
the WLA?

a. EPA Technical Support Document



24.

25.

26.
27.

28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

33.
34,

i. Required effluent performance
ii. Single valule from a steady state analysis
i{i. Steady state values wvith a specified duration or vith a specified
permit limit probability basis.

b. State toxic control strategy procedures
¢. Other (explain):

Specify vhat statistical methods were used and explain wvhat calculations
vere performed to develop limits.

Vere daily maximum and daily average developed for each parameter?
Yes/No. If so, are they different? Yes/No. Vas long-term average
calculated? Yes/No.

Is monitoring frequency adequate to judge compliance?

Are drinking vater intakes near discharge? VYes/No. Have they been
considered in permit derivation? Yes/No. Were human health concerns
addressed?

Vere BMPs used to address toxicant/toxicity concerns?

Are the vater quality-based permit limits at least as stringent as
Federal technology-based requirements, as required by the Clean Vater Act
(301(b) and (¢))? If not, explain why.

a. How are controls established for pollutants which are present in 2C
application, monitoring reports, or other documents, but are not
limited specifically in the permit?

b. Are there pollutants for vhich limitations are appropriate but the
permit only requires monitoring (e.g. toxicity limits as well as
vhole-effluent testing)? Vhy?

Have the toxicity-based limits associated vith this permit been entered
into the PCS database?

Is a Toxicity Identification Bvaluation (TIEs) and/or Toxicity Reduction
Evaluation (TRBs) required? If so, describe the plan in an attachment.
Is there a coapliance schedule for the TIE/TRE requiresments?

Is follov-up toxicity testing required after the TRE?

Vhat steps are planned after collecting the results of toxicity tests?



CHECKLIST D-1
Monitoring Requirements: DISCHARGE SAMPLING

Introduction: Complete one check! st for each individual outfall selected by

the review team for review.

OQutfall #
Question
1. Does the permit require monitoring for every pollutant for wvhich limita-

tions are included in the permit? List any inappropriate omissions. Are
there pollutants for which limitations or conditions are not included but
wvhich might be appropriate to monitor? Identify the pollutants and the
reasons for including monitoring.

Does the permit stipulate, either in the general conditions or in the
permit limitations, that monitoring for all pollutants with limitations
be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR part 1367
Identify any exceptions.

Does the permit require monitoring the volume of effluent discharged from
the outfaiir If not, is an explanation provided?

Are effluent sampling frequencies specified for every pollutant for vhich
monitoring is required? Are these frequencies appropriate to give accu-
rate results? Specify for each pollutant (e.g., daily, veekly, quarter-
ly, ete.):

Are appropriate sampling procedures (i.e., grab, composite) used?

CHECKLIST D-2
Monitoring Requirements: DISCHARGE REPORTING

Question

1.

Are there any pollutants for vhich discharge monitoring reports are not
required at ledst once a year? List thes.

Is reporting on discharge monitoring report (DMR) forms required?
(122.41 [1][4])

Specify discharge reporting frequency or frequencies required in permit
for the outfall under reviev (e.g., monthly, quarterly, etc.):




CHECKLIST E-1

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected by

the reviev team for reviev.

Outfall #

Question

1.

Does the permit include a compliance schedule(s) for each outfall thar is
not in compliance with the limitations specified in the permit?

Are distinct interim requirements (milestones) with specific dates
included in compliance schedule(s)?

What is the basis for interim limitations? Was actual plant performance
revieved prior to developing interim limitations?

Is the time betveen each interim date in the compliance schedule(s) less
than one year? If not, does the permit specify interim dates for sub-
mission of reports?

NDonee the ~nmpliance schedule provide for final compliance of BPT, BCT,
and BAT permit limitations?



APPENDIX 6

Steam Electric Power PQR Checklist



Steam Electric Power Generatin

Industry

Permit Quality Review Checklist

General Information

Region State

NPDES #

Discharger

Date

Issuance Date

Date "Start of Construction”

New Source, 1974 - 19827

New Source, Post 19827

Applicable Regulations

Contractor assistance used to write permit?

General Comments & Basis of Permit Selection:

HQ Reviewver

Regional Permit staff representative

Permit file complete?

Follow-up necessary?




REVIEVER SUMMARY
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e
Certitication, Modific

Permit Conditions (Boilerplate, Special Conditions)

B.




C. Effluent Limitations (Coverage, Basis, Water Quality)

D. Monitoring (Sampling, Reporting)

E. Compliance (Inclusion of Schedule)
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CHECKLIST A-1
Procedural Requirements: ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS

Question

1. List any of the following items that have been omitted inappropriately
from the file, or provide explanation.

a. Permit application and any support data furnished by applicant

b. Draft permit

¢. Statement of basis or fact sheet

d. All documents cited in statement of basis or fact sheet

e. 316¢(a) and (b) documentation and decision

£. 301(g) modification documentation and decision

g. Basis for inter¥al limitation/monitoring point (per 122.45)

h. All comments received during public comment

i. Tape or transcript of any hearings held and any written materials
submitted at hearing

j. Response to significant comments raised during comment pericd and/or
hearing

k. Final permit

1. Explanartion of changes from draft to final permit



CHECKLIST A-2
Procedural Requirements: PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

Question

1. Vas a public notice issued of the preparation of draft permit and pro-
viding an opportunity for comment at least 30 days prior to final permit
decision?

2. Vas a public hearing held?

3. Vas a notice of public hearing issued at least 30 days prior to hearing?

4, Vas a summary response to significant comments raised during comment
period and/or hearing prepared and issued at time of final permit
decision?

CHECKLIST A-3
Procedural Requirements: STATE CERTIFICATION

Question
1. Was a state certification or wvaiver of state certification received?
2. List any conditions in the state certification not included in the

permit. Indicate any reasons provided for oamissions.



CHECKLIST A-é
Procedural Requirements: RECORDS OF MODIFICATION

Question

1. Does the permit documentation indicate that the permit vas modified, or
revoked and reissued?

2. Vas the permit modified pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62(a)?
If "yes", specify the basis identified in the permit documentation:
(alterations; new information; new regulation; compliance schedules;
variance request; reopener; pretreatment).

3. Did cause exist for modification or revocation and reissuance pursuant to
40 CFR 122.62(b)? Specify cause:

a. Cause exists for termination, as provided in 40 CFR 122.64
(noncompliance; misrepresentation of or failure to disclose facts;
endangerment to human health or environment; change in condition);

b. Transfer of permit; (122.61)

c. Other (specify)

4, Does the permit documentation indicate that the procedures of 40 CFR
124.5 for permit modification, revocation and reissuance or termination

”~ - % —
Jere Zollozed?

Major modification: List public notice steps

Minor modification:

CHECKLIST A-5
ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION

Question

1. Do DMR’s show violation with permit? Yes _ No _
2. Do inspectian reports shov violation with permit? Yes ~ No
3. Do DMR’s shov violation with Guidelines? Yes ~  No _
4. Do inspection reports showv violation vith Guidelines? Yes __ No

5. Does the permit documentation indicate that any enforcement actions have

been taken?
Briefly describe nature of action(s), date(s):




Question

CHECKLIST B-1
Permit Conditions: BOILERPLATE

1. Identify vhether the following general conditions have been incorporated
into the permit, either directly or by reference to 40 CFR Part 122.41
if permit was issued prior to April 1983, by reference to 40 CFR
Parts 122.7 and 122.60). Identify any variation from the regulation
language.

(or,

122.41-
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(£)
(g
(h)
(1)
(GD)

(k)
(1

(m)
(n)

Duty to
Duty to
Duty to
Duty to

comply

reapply

halt or reduce activity
mitigate

Proper operation and maintenance
Permit actions
Property rights

Duty to

provide information

Inspection and entry

Monitoring and records (Including the requirement to report more
frequent sampling)

Signatory requirement

Rennrting requirements (including compliance schedule, noncompliance,

and DMR
Bypass
Upset

reporting)

2. If the general conditions are included by reference, is the CFR citation,
date and copy of the regulations provided? If "no", specify missing

item(s):

3. Does the permit require notification to the Director as soon as the
permittee knows or has reason to believe that any activity has occured or
will occur wvhich would result in the discharge of any toxic pollutant, if
that discharge vill exceed the "notification levels"” specified in 40 CFR
Parr 122.42(a)(1)?

4, Does the permit require notification to the Director as soon as the
permittee knovs or has reason to believe that it has begun or expects
to begin to use or manufacture as an interaediate or flnal product or
byproduct any toxic pollutant vhich wvas not reported in the permit

application?

5. Is the permit effective for a fixed term vhich does not exceed five (5)
years from date of issuance?



CHECKLIST B-2
Permit Conditions: SPECIAL CONDITIONS if appropriate:

Are best management practices (BMPs) included in the permit to:

a. Minimize surface runoff volumes?
b. Prevent the addition of dilution wvater to comply with effluent
requirements?

Briefly describe BMPs included in permit.

Are any other special conditions requiring BMPs included in the permit?
Identify and specify reason for inclusion.

Besides BMPs, are there any other special conditions? Briefly describe
the requirements and their basis.



CHECKLIST C-1
Effluent Limitations: TRANSLATING THE PERMIT APPLICATION
To PERNTT LINITATIONS

Introduction: Question #1 applies to all outfalls, For the rbtmaining
questions, complete one checklist for each individual outfall
selected by the review team for review.

OQutfall #

Question

1. Have a set of effluent limitations or conditions been included in the
permit for every outfall? (See Permit Application)

2. Are there pollutants for which limitations or conditions are not included
but vhich might be appropriate to limit? Identify the pollutants and the
reasons for not including limitations.

CHECKLIST C-2
Effluent Limitations: BASIS FOR LIMITATIONS

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual ocutfall selected by
the review team for review.

Question

1. Are the pollutant limitations based on the effluent guidelines, best
professional judgement and/or wvater quality standards?

[ (8]

Are limitations for all pollutants in continuous discharges expressed as
both maximus daily values and average monthly values?

3. For those limitations not expressed as both maximum daily values and
average monthly values, does the permit documentation indicate that it
would be impracticable to set both?

4, Are limitations for all pollutants (except pH, temperature and/or
radiation) expressed in mass terms or as concentrations?

5. If limitations are expressed in mass units, does the permit documentation
demonstrate (specify):

a. If an effluent guideline applies, the applicable limitations are
expressed in mass units; or

10



b. The relationship of the pollutant discharged to a measure of opera-

tion.
¢. That the flowrate basis in the permit is a reasonable measure of

average actual flovrate of pover plant wvastevater. The bases for
each vastestream should be documented.

Is increased chlorine discharge permitted due to:

a. "Cannot operate at or below this level" ber 40 CFR 423.12(b)(8),
423.13(c)(2), 423.13(d)(2) or 423.15(i)(2) or (j)(2).

b. "Macroinvertebrate control per 423.15(h)(2).

Was a variance issued as a result of a 316(a) or (b) determination?

11



CHECKLIST €-3
Effluent Limitations: APPLICABLE EFFLUENT GUIDELINES

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected by

the review team for review, if effluent guidelines are appli-
cable. (See Appendix A for Applicable Definitions and Guide-
lines).

Question

1.
2.

~J
.

Is the facility a New Source? 1974 1982

Vere effluent guideline limitations used as the basis for permit effluent
limitations at the outfall?

Are all pollutant limitations in the effluent guidelines included in the
permit? (TSS, 0il & Grease, C , Fe, FAC, TRC, Cr, Zn, pH, PCBs)
If 1974 NSPS applies, are all of the provisions in Appendix B addressed?
Are the more stringent 1982 BAT provisions shown in Appendix A, also
addressed for the same facilities?

Are permit limits expressed as mass limits or concentration limits as
allowved per 40 CFR 423.12(b)(11), 423.13(g) or 423.15(m)? If mass limits
are used, are the flow rates used to calculate the limits documented? If
1974 NSPS applies, are mass limitation specified?

What is the basis for determining wastestream flows used in mass limit or
flow weighted concentration calculations?

Does the permit allow untreated overflow during 10 year 24 hour precipi-
tation events per 40 CFR 423.12(b)(10) and 423.15(1)? If yes, is the
volume of the treatment pond documented and the calculations available
wvhich check its capacity during 10 year 24 hour storms?

Are various wvastestreams combined for treatment or discharge? Are com-
bined limits determined in accordance with EPA "Guidance for NPDES Per-
mits Issued to Steam Electric Pover Plants", August 22, 19857

a. If commingled streams do not include stormwater runoff, are concen-
tration limits flov veighted? Is credit given for pollutants present
in unregulated flows? Is the basis for that credit documented
including adequate supporting data and consideration for removal
provided in treatment facility?

b. If commingled streams include stormvater runoff, has the capacity of
the treatment system been determined, and the appropriate limits been
applied? (See example calculations in Appendix C). Alternatively,
have flov veighted limitations been included for vet weather?

c. If cooling tower blovdown is discharged to the ash pond, have free
available chlorine effluent limits been applied prior to mixing?

12



10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

Are nonchemical metal cleaning vastes included vith the metal cleaning
vaste sources? If not, vhat is the basis for exclusion? Is treatment

provided?

Is once through cooling water present? Is BAT or BPT morg stringent?
Are the more stringent limitations applied?

Was a best professional judgement (BPJ) analysis the basis for the permit
effluent limitation at the outfall?

Can all major inputs to the BPJ analysis be identified? (Note: Inputs
may include: permit application, state certification, contractor re-
ports, special reports from permittee, effluent guidelines development
documents.)

Were vater quality standards the basis for the permit effluent limita-
tions at the outfall?

Is the basis of the wvater quality-based limitation identified in the
permit file?

Specify:
a. State certification
b. Other:

Have all applicable wvater quality standards towvard which vater quality
analysis is directed been clearly identified?

Does the permit documentation explain any changes in the pollutant limi-
tations betwveen the draft and the final permits? Specify basis:

a. Final limitations are the same as in the draft permit;

b. Limitations in the draft permit vere revised based on issues raised
during the comment period;

c. Limitations in the draft permit vere revised based on negotiations
vith the permittee;

d. Other:

Do 316(a) and (b) or 301(g) decisions affect monitoring and/or effluent
limitations? How?

13



CHECKLIST C-4
Effluent Limitations: VATER QUALITY BASED LIMITATIONS

Introduction: This checklist is 'intended to point reviev team inquiry toward
those questions which can help in determining vhether or not
the vater quality analysis was "reasonable.” Reviev Team
should provide a qualitative explanation of the limitation de-
velopment process on the evaluation form. Complete one check-
list for each individual outfall selected by the review team
for review. If limits are based on approved State Vater Quali-
ty standards and if EPA did not participate in the VLA process,
some information on modeling nay not be available at the Re-
gional Office.

Outfall #
Question
Vater Quality Standards and Designated Uses
1. Under what mechanism are toxics controls required?
a. State lav
b. State regulation
¢. State policy (written)
d. State guidance (written)
2. Howv/why was this permit selected for water quality-based toxics controli?
a. Effluent toxicity screening
b. Ambient stream monitoring results
c. Inspection
d. DMR data
e. Results of dilution evaluation
f. Pretreatment prograa
g. Identified vater '87 SPMS
h. 208 vQM plan
i. Other
3. Vhat is the designated vater use or classification?
a. Industrial
b. Potable vater source
c. Body contact recreation
d. Limited contact recreation
e. Coamercial fishing, cold vater/vara vater fishery
f. Sport fishing
g- Agricultural
h. Other (explain)
4, Is there a State toxics control strategy? Yes/No. If yes, are permit

derivation procedures specifically included in the State’s toxic control
strategy? Yes/No.

14



S. Vhat is the basis for pollutant-specific limits, such as heavy metals,
organics, etc?

State vater quality standards/criteria
Narrative state vater quality/criteria
EPA criteria

EPA vater quality advisories

FDA action levels

Drinking water RMCLs/MCLs

Other

o0 oW

6. Complete the chart for each pollutant parameter with specific limits:
(attach additional sheet is necessary)

Parameters

Basis of Limit Metals Organics Non-Conventionals

State WQS

State Narrative WQ Criteria
EPA Criteria

¥Q Advisory

FDA Action Levels

DV Standards

Promulgated Effluent
Guidelines

Best Professional Judgement
Other
7. a. If applicable, what is the basis for vhole effluent toxicity limits?
(Attach copy of permit language showing form of limit).
i. State Vater Quality Standards
ii. BPA Technical Support Document (TSD) as toxic units/NOEL
iii. Other
b. If applicable, identify toxicity testing methods:

i. Type (e.g., acute/chronic, flov through/static)

ii. Species (e.g., Ceriodaphnia, Celenastrum
fathead minnow)

ii{. Duration (e.g., 7 day, 96 hour)

iv. Methods described in attachment

15



8. Specify the magnitude, duration, and frequency for State Vater Quality
Standards (for whole effluent toxicity limits) if different from EPA
recommended criteria and specify wvhere applied.

9. Vas EPA criteria for toxic units used (e.g. 0.3 acute and 1.0 chronic

toxic units)? Vere both criteria used? Where are the criteria applied
(e.g., chronic TU at edge of mixing zone)? Explain.

Exposure Assessment/Vasteload Allocation

10. What types of data gathering mechanisms were used for the WLA?

Application form information (e.g. Form 2C)
Discharge monitoring reports (DMRs)

208 VQM plan

308 letters (ambient/effluent monitoring)
Administrative orders (AOs)

Intensive stream survey

Ambient fixed station monitoring

Other sources (specify)

T me AN TN

11. Vas a chemical mixing zone concept used for this permit? Yes/No. Is it
a complete mixing zone? Yes/No. Vhere do the toxicity limits apply?
Was a thermal mixing zone concept used for this permit? Yes/No.

12. How vere the mixing zones determined?

a. Dye studies

b. Desktop calculations
¢. Modeling

d. Thermal monitoring
e. Other

12. For this permit, was wvasteload allocation modeling beyond dilution
calculation for toxicity performed? Yes/No. If no, go to 13. If yes,
describe the type of calculation used and identify the parameters that
are modeled?

a. Vhole effluent
b. Chemical specific
c. Both

14. Vhat type of model vas used to perform the VLA?
a. Steady-state Model name

b. Dymamic
c. Other (explain)

16



15. Are models calibrated? Yes/No. Verified? Yes/No. Has the State
established minimum data requirements before a wasteload allocation model
can be considered calibrated and verified? Yes/No. If yes, what data

vere used?
a. Data from selected sites extrapolated to ather areas
b. Site-specific data collected from each WLA
¢. Other (explain)
16. What stream design flowv is specified? 1Is this a seasonal flow?

a. 1Q10 applied to acute criteria CFS
b. 7Ql0 applied to chronic criteria
¢. Others (specify)

17. Was nonpoint source contribution estimated? If so, how?

a. As lov flow background/headvater concentration
b. Other (explain)

18. Were contributions of toxicants from sediments to overlying watex
included in the assessment? Yes/No. If yes, explain hov.

19. 1Is the valence of permitted pollutants assessed (e.g. hexavalent chromium
or trivalent chromium)? Yes/No.

20. VWere the effects of hardness/temperature/pH determined for heavy nmetals,
ammonia, etc.? Explain.

21. What is the basis for determining wastestream flows used in the exposure
assessment/vasteload allocation?

Permit Derivation Procedures

22. How were rthe toxicant and toxicity limits for this permit derived from the WLAZ
a. EPA Technical Support Document

. Required effluent performance
ii. Single value from a steady state analysis
iii. Steady state values vith a specified duration or wvith a
speacified permit limit probability bastis.

b. State toxic control strategy procedures
c. Other (explain):

23. Specify what statistical methods were used and explain what calculations
vere performed to develop limits.

17



24.

25.
26,

27.
28.

29.

30.

(e ]
()

32.
33.

Vere daily maximum and daily average developed for each parameter?
Yes/No. If so, are they different? Yes/No. Vas long-term average
calculated? Yes/No.

Is monitoring frequency adequate to judge compliance?

Are drinking wvater intakes near discharge? Yes/No. Have they been
considered in permit derivation? Yes/No. Were human health concerns
addressed?

Were BMPs used to address toxicant/toxicity concerns?

Are the water quality-based permit limits at least as stringent as
Federal technology-based requirements, as required by the Clean WVater Act
(301(b) and (c))? If not, explain why.

a. How are controls established for pollutants which are present in 2C
application, monitoring reports, or other documents, but are not
limited specifically in the permit?

b. Are there pollutants for which limitations are appropriate but the
permit only requires monitoring (e.g. toxicity limits as well as
vhole-effluent testing)? Why?

Have the toxicity-based limits associated wvith this permit been entered
into the PCS database?

Is5 3 Tzl .2y Identification Evaluation (TIEs) and/or Toxicity Reduction
Evaluation (TREs) required? If so, describe the plan in an attachment.
Is there a compliance schedule for the TIE/TRE requirements?

Is follow-up toxicity testing required after the TRE?

Vhat steps are planned after collecting the results of toxicity tests?

18



CHECKLIST D-1
Monitoring Requirements: DISCHARGE SAMPLING

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected by

the review team for revievw.

Qutfall #
Question
1. Does the permit require monitoring for every pollutant for which limita-

&

wn

tions are included in the permit? List any inappropriate omissions. Are
there pollutants for which limitations or conditions are not included but
which might be appropriate to monitor? Identify the pollutants and the
reasons for including monitoring.

Does the permit stipulate, either in the general conditions or in the
permit limitations, that monitoring for all pollutants with limitations
be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR Part 11367
Identify any exceptions.

Does the permit require monitoring the volume of effluent discharged from
the outfall? If not, is an explanation provided?

Are effluent sampling frequencies specified for every pollutant for which
monitoring is required? Are these frequencies appropriate to give accu-
rate results? Specify for each pollutant (e.g., daily, wveekly, quarter-
ly, etec.):

Are appropriate sampling procedures (i.e., grab, composite) used?
Is there a provision for monitoring/reporting the 120 minute per day per

unit discharge time for chlorine?

CHECKLIST D-2
Monitoring Requirements: DISCHARGE REPORTING

Question

1.

Are there any pollutants for which discharge monitoring reports are not
required at lest once a year? List them.

Is reporting on discharge monitoring report (DMR) forms required?
(122.41 [1]{4))

Specify discharge reporting frequency or frequencies required in permit
for the outfall under reviev (e.g., monthly, quarterly, etc.):

19



CHECKLIST E-1

Introduction: Complete one checklist for each individual outfall selected by

the reviev team for review.

Question

1. Does the permit include a compliance schedule(s) for each outfall which
is not in compliance with the limitations specified in the permit?

2. Are distinct interim requirements (milestones) with specific dates
included in compliance schedule(s)?

3. What is the basis for interim limitations? Was actual plant performance
revieved prior to developing interim limitations?

4, Is the time between each interim date in the compliance schedule(s) less
than one year? If not, does the permit specify interim dates for sub-
mission of reports?

5. Does the compliance schedule provide for final compliance of BPT, BCT,

and BAT permit limitations?

20



APPENDIX A

Specialized Definitions and
Applicable Effluent Guidelines
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APPENDIX A

Specialized Definitions

The term "total residual chlorine™ (or total residual oxidants for intake
water vith bromides) means the value obtained using the amperometric meth-
od for total residual chlorine described in 40 CFR Part 136.

The term "low volume waste sources" means, taken collectively as if from
one source, wastewater from all sources except those for which specific
limitations are othervise established in this part. Lowv volume vastes
sources include, but are not limited to: wastewaters from wet scrubber
air pollution control systems, ion exchange vater treatment system, water
treatment evaporator blowdown, laboratory and sampling streams, boiler
blowvdown, floor drains, cooling tower basin cleaning wastes, and recircu-
lating house service water systems. Sanitary and air conditioning wastes
are not included.

The term "chemical metal cleaning waste” means any wastevater resulting
from the cleaning of any metal process equipment with chemical compsunds
including, but not limited to, boiler tube cleaning.

The term "metal cleaning wvaste"” means any wvastevater resulting from clean-
ing (wvith or without chemical cleaning compounds) any metal process equip-
ment including, but not limited to, boiler tube cleaning, boiler fireside
cleaning, and air preheater cleaning.

The term "fly ash" means the ash that is carried out of the furnace by the
gas stream and collected by mechanical precipitators, electrostatic pre-
cipitators, and/or fabric filters. Economizer ash is included wvhen it is
collected with fly ash.

The term "bottom ash" means the ash that drops out of the furnace gas
stream in the furnace and in the economizer secticns. Econcmizer ash is
included when it is collected with bottom ash.

The term "once through cooling vater"” means vater passed through the main
cooling condensers in one or two passes for the purpose of removing vaste
heat.

The term "recirculated cooling vater™ means vater vhich is passed through
the main condensers for the purpose of removing waste heat passed through
a cooling device for the purpose of removing such heat frca the water and
then passed again, except for blovdowvn, through the main condenser.

The term "10 year, 24/hour rainfall event” means a rainfall event vith a
probable recurrence interval of once in ten years as defined by the
National Veather Service in Technical Paper No. 40. "Rainfall Frequency
Atlas of the United States,” May 1961 or equivalent regional rainfall
probability information developed therefrom.



10.

11.

12.

13.

APPENDIX A (Continued)

Specialized Definitions

The term "blowdown"” means the minimum discharge of recirculating vater for
the purpose of discharging materials contained in the water, the further
buildup of which would cause concentration in amounts exceeding limits
established by best engineering practices.

The term "average concentration” as it relates to chlorine discharge means
the average of analyses made over a single period of chlorine release
which does not exceed two hours.

The term "free available chlorine"” shall mean the value obtained using the
amperometric titration method for free available chlorine described in
"Standard Methods for the Examination of Vater and VWastewater." page 112
(13th edition).

The term "coal pile runoff" means the rainfall runoff from or through any
coal storage pile.



APPENDIX A (Continued)

40 CFR 423.12 and 423.13 Summary
Mass Limits Based on Concentration Guidelines

VYastestream
All
All

Lov Volume Vastes

Fly Ash and Bottom Ash

Metal Cleaning

Chemical Metal Cleaning

Once Through Cooling

Cooling Towver Blowdown

Chlorine Discharge Period

Coal Pile Runoff

Notes:

BPT
pH = 6-9
PCBs prohibited

TSS = 100/30 mg/l(max/avg)
0&G = 20/15 mg/l(max/avg)

TSS =
0&G =

100730 mg/l(max/avg)
20/15 mg/l(max/avg)

TSS
0&G
Cu
Fe

100/30 mg/l(max/avg)
20/15 mg/l(max/avg)
1/1 mg/l(max/avg)
1/1 mg/l(max/avg)

FAC

0.5/0.2 mg/l(max/avg)

FAC

0.5/0.2 mg/l(max/avg)

2 hours/day, only 1 umnitidey

No simultaneous discharge

TSS =« 50 mg/1 instantaneous
naximum

BAT
N.A.
PCBs prohibited

N.A.
N.A.

> >

ZZZZ z =
> > >

Cu = 1/1 mg/l(max/avg)
Fe = 1/1 mg/l(max/avg)

For plants > 25
TRC = 0.2 max
Por plants < 25 megawvat:ts
FAC = 0.5/0.2 mg/1l
(max/avg)

megawatts

PAC = 0.5/0.2 mg/l(max/avg)
Cr = 0.2/0.2 mg/l(max/avg,
Zn = 1.0/1.0 mg/l(max/avg.

All other P.P. = zero

2 hours/day, enly 1 unit/daey
Simultaneous discharge
permit

NIA'

1. Max refers to the 24 hour average except for FAC and TRC vhere it means

instantaneous maximunm.

2. Avg refers to the 30 day average except for FAC vhere it means to the average
over an individual FAC discharge period.

3. Check simultaneous vs. sequential unit chlorination requirements.



APPENDIX B

1974 NSPS Standards for Pacilities that Commenced
Construction Between 1974 and 1982
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§423.15

$423.15 Sisndards
BEW 2OURTCEN.

of perfusmunce fur

The following standards ol perfonn
ance establish the quantily or guality
of poliutants or pollutant properhies,
controlled by this section, which may
be discharged by a new source subject
Lo the provisions of this subpart:

ta) The pH of all discharges, excepl
once through cooling waler, shall be
within the range of 6.0 9.0

(b} There shall be no discharge of
polychlorinated biphenyl compounds
such as Lhose commonly used for
transtormer fuld.

{c) The gquantity of pollutants dis-
charged [rom low volume waste
sources shall not exceed the quantity
determined by mublliplying the low of
low volume waste sources times the
concentration listed i the following
table:

Avenage ol Gasly
[P P ) vahios k» 30
£ Mhuprd Chav e leresic for any | | conescrinee deys
doy (mg/H shell nol
ancond: (mg/l)
155 10 0
Ol ot Cuvase 20 1%

(d) The quantity of poliulanis dis-
charged in bottom ash transport water
shall not exceed Lhe quantity deter-
mined by multiplying the flow of
bottom ash transport water times the
conceniration listed in Lhe f(ollowing
tabile and dividing the product by 20:

Avernge of dady
[YPYE V) vehsos i 30
£ Mlaent ¢ P ac barmi or any | | consecuine days
duy (mg/h shadl not
oaL8ed - img/l
1S5S 100 k)
e 8no Graass % 15

(e) There shall be no discharge of
TSS or oll and grease 10 fly ash trans.
port water. ({ wocEoeo]]

({1 The quantity of pollutants dis-
charged [rom metal cleaning wastes
shall not exceed Lhe quanlily deter-
mined by multiplying the [flow of
metal cleantng wastey himes the con
centralivn  listed in the  following
fabije:

Titie 40—Protection of Environmang

Avivcage Sany

b s Ty vabugs I 3
t Muenl e e (i ko @y | Ui uloew dayy

Udy {my. 1) shia fmny

LIS L G TTH)
155 1LY "
Unl ot Lrasse 2 1y
Lopper  Towd (KXY Vu
won_ loial ta Vo

(g) The quantity of pollwtants diy
charged in bouer blowdown shasll not
exceed the quantily determined by
mulitiptying the flow of boler blow
down times the conceatration Hsted g
the lollowing Lable:

Avanaye vt ey

Maawre.m wives fus W
£ st chas scemehc S0t ey || Loneecuinve dayy

duy (g shadl 1w

Sni gad (.4
185 100 n
Y anad (nease 2 1Y
Copper . Totad 1o 10
won. Towd 10 1o

th) The quantily ol pollutants dis
charged ln once through cooling waler
shall not exceed the quanlity deter
mined by muluiplying the (low of once
through couling waler Limes the con

centration  listed in Lhe lollowing
table:
[T YT Avenage
€ Muent e e im s cancenka COMm el aten
o g/l 1mgeh)
f 100 svadable Chonne 0s 02

) ‘The quantity of pollutants dis-
charged In cooling tower blowdown
shall nol exceed the guantity deter
mined by multiplying the {low of cool
ing tower blowdown sources ltimes the
concentration hsted in the following
table:

A4

Chapter I —Environmantal Protection Agency

M.n"un AVI'I.J"!
bt ol Charad tonmda VikM eni g COn el
[CETR G IR (ry/i)
tree avadabie ldursy [TEN 0
Avicage of dedy
M guirtinn valows fue W
L Whaaiid 1 S o Tenis e Mn divy 1 RV TTOL Y LTI FISY
day 1wyl shait ol
au vod (Mgl
Matenaly  Mad 1F ki
W0oh edleiern  ew Ry

but o wndant b0 tew

Liwonesn  photgplu vl (W] g (]
|

' N deleisbie amouid

()1 Newther free aviadable chlonne
nor tolad restdual chlonine may be dis-
chueged from any ansl lor more than
(wor hours 1 anpy one day and not
more than one ymt i any plant may
discharge free availlable or 1ota) resid
ual chilorine al any ape time unless
the utility can drmaonsirate to the re-
gional administrator or state, if the
stale has NPDES permit issuing au
thoriy. that the units in a parucuiar
Jocation cannot aperate at or below
this level ol chiohnation.

k) In the everit that waste streams
from various sougces are combuned for
treatment or discharge, the guantity
of each pollutant or pollutant proper.
ty comtrolled in  paragraphs (a)
through (§) af this section altributable
tu each controlled waste source shall
not exceed the specified limstatlon for
that waste source.

(1) There shall be no discharge of
heat from the main condensers excepl

(1) Heat may be discharged in blow:
down from recirculated cooling water
systems provided the lemperature at
which ithe blowdown is discharged
does not exceed at any time the fowest
temperalure of recirculated couoling
waler prior to the addition of the
make up watey

(2) Heat may be discharged wnn blow
down (rom cooling ponds provided Lhe
temperature at which the blowdown s
discharged does nol exceed al any
time the lowest temperature of recir
culuted cooling waler prior to the ad
dition of the make up waley
{39 FR 36198 (Xt B 1974 ks amenuded al 40

PR 7098, Feb 19, 1075 40 FRO23887. June 4
1975}

§ 423.20

RIZ4 16 Pretscatment stundurds for new
MIUFCEN

The pretreatment standarsds under
seetion 307(c) of the Act for a soufce
withun the gencrating unit subcate-
gory, which is a user of a publicly
owned treatment works (and whieh
would be a new source subject Lo sec-
tion 306 ol the Act, if It were Lo dis
chatge pollutants to the navigable
walers), shall be the standards set
forth 1n 40 CFR Parl 128, except Lthat,
for the purpose of this section, 40 CFR
128.133 shall be amended to read as
follows

In addition 1o Lhe prohibitions set forth in
40 CFI 128 131 the preteesument standard
for incowmpatitde poitotants Ladroduced nto
a publicly owned Lreatment works shall be
the standard ol perlormance (or new
sources specified in 40 CFR 42315 excepl
for the Jollowing pollulants or potiutant pa
sameters for which Lhe following pretreat:
ment standaras are estublished

PolABnl Of POSASN Do BTl Praveastmun) siandeid

tHaal No wmeaion
f 1o avedable (MO o
Towad (asndusl Chiornwe Do

11 the publicly owned treatment works
whith recewes the pollotants is commitied,
in ils NPDES permit, to remove a speciied
percentage of any incompatitle poHutant,
the pretteatment standard applicabie ta
users of such Lreatment works shall. excepl
10 the case of stapdards providing for no dis
chiarge of poliulanis. be correspondingly ¢
duced tn sttingency [or thal pollutant

{38 PR 36198, Oct 8 1974, as amended al 40
FR 1096, Feb. 10, 1915

Nores

HO CER Ha3dM>
REGULATIONS, FCR
CoAL ViLE RuwdrF
ARE APPYLICABLE.,



APPENDIX C

Sample Effluent Limitations Calculations
Commingled Wastestreams with or without Stormwater Runoff
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PLANT EXAMPLE R
Available information
Low volume wastes 10.0 MGD
Ash transport water 20.0
Cooling tower blowdown 5.0
Auxiliary cooling water 5.0
Metal cleaning waste 0.2 MG/cleaning(l)
Total plant dry weather flow 40.0 MGD
Coal pile area 30.0 acres
Farking lot area 16.0
.pof and yard drain, etc. area 35.0
Ash pond area(?2) 100.0
Total runoff area T81.0 acres
10-year, 24-hour storm (10Y24H) 5.5 inches/day
Annual rainfall 60.0 inches (0,164 inch/day)

Calculations

Runof £ Eram LUY24H storm at a runoff coefficient of 1.0(3) = 27.0 Mg
Total ash pond volume necessary for use of altermate approach = 67.0 MG
= 206 A-fr

Notes:

1. Not used in calculations since metal cleaning wastes and ash
transport water do not normally occur simultanecusly,

2. Including ash delta and interior dike slopes,

3. A runoff coefficient of 1.0 is recammended since (1) the 10Y24H
storm is generally part of a larger storm system and the ground is
likely to be nearly saturated and (2) storms of larger magnitude
than the 10Y24H will occur but are not being considered in the
calculations,

Source: Hanmer, R.W., EPA Office of Water Enforcement and Permits,

August 22, 1985. Guidance for NPDES Permits Issued to Steam
and Electric Power Plantcs.



$/23/85

CHX
CASE [
Ash pond water surface area (acres) 80.0
Average water depth (feet) 3.25
Available volume (A-ft) 260.0

Since the pond volume exceeds the necessary storage volume of 206 A-ft required to use
the alternate approach, only dry weather flows need he used in calculating efflient

limitations,

Caily Average Daily Maximum
Flow Limitations (mg/l) Limitations (mg/1°
Sources { MGD) TSS 0eG TSS 26 G
Low volume wastes 10.0 30 3 100 20
Ash transport water 20.0 30 15 100 20
Auxiliary cooling water 5.0 5(1) o(1) 1of 1) (1)
Cooling tower blowdown 5.0 30( 1) 0 60(1) 3D
Flow weighted concentrations (40.0) 26.9 11.3 "A3.8 15,5
Effluent limitations 27 11 84 16

Note:
1. Rased on BPJ and/or available data



6/26/85
CHK

CASE 11

Ash pond water surface area (acres) 50.0
Average water depth (feet) 3.00
Available volume (A-ft) 150 .0

Since the pond volume is less than the necessary storage volume of 206 A-ft required to use the
alternative approach, wet weather flows must be used in calculating effluent limitations unless the
*mittee 1s willing to increase the available volume,

DA Daily Average ™ Maily Maximum
Flow Limitations (mg/1) Flow Limitations (mg/1)
Sources ( MGD) TSS oG { MGD) TSS
Ow volume wastes 10.0 30 15 10.0 100 20
sh transport water 20.0 30 15 206.0 100 20
uxiliary cooling water 5.0 5(2) 0(2) 5.0 10(2) 1(2)
coling tower hlowdown 5.0 30(2) 0(2) 5.0 60(2) 3(2)
ocal pile runoff 0.13(1) 30(3) 0(5) 4.48(6) 30(3) o(s)
arking 1ot runoff 0.07(1) 20(2) 5(2) 2.39(6) 30(2) 3(2)
oof and yard drains, etc. 0.16(1) 20(2) n(2) 5.23(6) 30(2) 0(2)
sh pond surface rainfall 0.45(1) 20(4) _ol8) 14.93(6) 50(4) o(4)
low welighted concentrations (40.81) K] 11,03 (67.03) 66,53 9.4
FEluent 1imitations(?) ikl 9(7.8) 62{1 9(7.8)

JTES:

1. Runoff flows based on annual average rainfall of D.164 inch per day with a runoff coefficient of
1.0, Another rainfall rate based on BPJ might be used such as the average rainfall rate for the
maximum month, etc,

2. Rased on BPJ and/or available data.

. BPJ that 30 mg/1 as both daily average and daily maximum is equivalent to the guideline
limitation of 50 my/] as an instantanecus maximum.

4. APJ that partial credit for TSS is applicable for runoff on the pond surface which provides
ditution, hut also tends to "push® water already in the pond out. (Note that the pond surface is
only S8 of the poixd acreage.}) No credit is given fur (&G fram direct rainfall,

S, Gunkelime provides no 066G contribution from this source,

b, lanot bt lows based on 10Y24H8 rainfall of 5.5 1nches per day with a runoff coetticieat ot 1.0,

Poobamyr st o mast e less than o expual Lo tiwe bimitat ion lkl’lVL"\' t()r (abe I,

N, Siteee the caleglatedd datly maxdmem vydboee €8 - by o 1w

-




PLANT WASTES RAINFALL RUNOFF
_LIMITED MC/L or MC/L X FLCW
COAL PILE RUNOFF

INSTANTANEOUS MAX

~ 1SS 50
0tG Not expected

LIMITED MC/L X FLOW

ASH TRANSPORT
LOW VOLUME

1-day 30-day
TSS 100 30 :
QctC 20 15 ;

NOT LIMITED

COOQOLING TOWER
AUXILIARY CCOLING

NOT LIMITED

i ROOF DRAINS

; MATERIAL STORACE
YARD DRAINS

ASH POND __~ PARKING LOTS

DIRECT RAINFALL

TRIBUTARY AREA

EFFLUENT

— STREAM
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PCS List Example



Ol/vs 84 €: 3
HAJOR MUNIS ISSUED OHIO IN 84 AND 85 |
QL ..........‘......“..".....'...’....‘..“.'.....‘.....‘.............'...‘....'...."....................'..I..“-........... q

Fits NPID PERD PERE

CHILLICOTHE - EASTERLY 0H0024406 01/09/85 01/06/90
CIRCLEVILLE WTR POL CONT PLT  OHO024443 06/26/85 06/23/90
COLUMBUS-JACKSON PIKE PLT OH0024732 87/12/85 07/08/90
COLUMBUS-SOUTHERLY PLT OHO024741 07/12/85 07/08/90
COMNEAUT, CITY OF 0HO0024767 03/26/84 01/01/088
COSHOCYON WTR POLL CONTROL OHO024775 12/31/84 12/28/89
OEFIANCE SEMAGE TRNMT PLY OHO024899 09/23/85 09/20/90
DELAMARE POL CON FaAC OHO2491) 06/06/85 06/03/90
OELPHOS WMTP OHO024929 08/23/84 08/20/89
EMNGLENOOD CITY OF OHO0250L] 09/12/85 09/09/90
FINDLAY MSTENTR IANT PLY OHO0251133 05/01/83 04/28/90
NCD FRANKLIN AREA OHON25L73 05/00/03 03/03/%0
FRERONT WSTINTR TRINT PLY oHe25291 03/13/085 €5/10/90
GALION-CITY OF OHO025313 06/21/04 01/208/86
GREENE COUNTY COMM-BEAVER CREE 0HO028381 02/27/83 02/24/90
GREENVILLE-CITY OF CHOM25429 10/23/04 10/20/89
HAHILTON CITY OF WSTENTR PLT  OK9023443 09/26/83 09/23/90
HEATH STP OHO025763 00/22/03 08/19/90

KENTON NASTEMATER TREATMENT PL OHOO2592S 08/23/84 08/208/89
LINA DEPY OF UTILITIES NINTR OHOO20069 85/08/03 05/05/90

LORAIN-EAST 3I0E OHO026093 11/28/04 11/23/89
HIDDLEDURG HEIGHTS, CITY OF OHO026506 07/26/04 07/23/89
HIDDLETOMM-CITY OF 0HO026522 89/24/085 09/21/90
NEN PHILADELPMIA-CITY OF OHO026727 03/26/05 03/25/90
NORTH ROYALTON MSTNTR TRNT PLT OHO0026794 87/26/04 07/23/89
OXFORD-CITY OF 0HO026930 03/28/85 09/25/89
SANDUSKY MTR POL CONT OHO0027332 08/23/84 08/20/089
STRUTHERS MSTHTR TRMT PLY OHO027608 04/19/04 01/15/09

SUMMIT CNTY COMi-MACEOONIA 1S OHOOR7642 07/24/84 07/01/089
TROY WNSTNTR POL CONTROL CENTER OMOOR27758 08/13/84 08/120/89
THINSBURS-CITY OF OHO0R2T043 10/30/85 108/27/%
VAN WERT STP OHOMRTI10 09/30/85 09/27/90
MAPANONETA HASTE MWATER WORKS OHO027952 10/23/84 10/28/89
HASHINGTON COURT HOUSE NSTENTR 0HO028002 04/10/85 06/07/90
HNILHINGTON WTR PLY OHOO28134 §3/05/04 83/02/89
MOOSTER WTR POL CONT OHe028185 10/03/84 09/30/89
XENIA CITY OF-FORD ROAD MASTEW OHO028193 02/19/85 02/16/90
XENIA CI1TY OF-GLADY RUN MASTEW OHODZB207 02/19/88 02/16/90
ELCO CORPORATION OHO029009 07/26/05 071/23/90
OIAMOND SHAIMROCK OHOO029149 09/28/04 09/27/86
NORTHEAST OMIO REGIONAL SEWNER OHO0033693 07/27/84 07/23/89
PLASKON ELECTRONIC MATERIALS OMO033731 03/29/83 83/26/90
LUCAS CO-MALMEE RIVER MMTP 0HO034223 09/18/05 09/15/90
HAYES-ALBION CORP-BRYAN OHO034380 006/20/85 08/17/90
LAKE COUMTY-MADISON SHEG TRMT P OHE03H790 08/02/84 87/30/89
NMAHONING COUNTY-BOARDHAN PLT  0OHO037249 08/30/84 08/27/08%
BROOKPARK-CITY OF OHOB 38024 07/26/84 07/23/89
GREENE CNTY COM®I-SUGAR CREEK  OHO040592 02/27/85 02/24/90
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INDEX TO NPOES REGULATICNS

(By §. Kawabata 2-1-86)

SUBJECT SECTICN NUMSER

JC'{b) - see Fundamentally Different Factors
301 ¢cH 122.21 (1y¢(y

ic iy 122.21 (1<)
125 - Subpart F
(See also 8/7/84 proposal (49 FR 318462) and Aug 34
Tech. Guidance Manual)
30" n) - SeczrnzZary Treatment Waivar 12221 (m)y{ 1)
22.5%
State Certification 122 .54
Procedures for Apgprovdl/Dental 124 65

3C1 (i) 122.21 (my(2)
122.2) (1) ()
125.30

3200k 2.2 (s

5.29

3tecan 12221 (e
125.70
124 81 (7y¢a)
124 66

ddministrative Procedures AcCt

Permit Continyuation 1228
Administrative Record 1249
123,18
Antti-Backsiiding (Reissued Permits) 122.44 (1)
Application 12228
Completeness 12.20 (@)
Compieteness 128.3 () - (P
Existing Facilities 122.21 (@)
Submittal Qeadline (Time to Apply) 122.21 (¢)
dquacul tyre 122.2%
25.10
Aguatic Antmal Production Facilities
Agplication 122.21 (hy (2
Definition 122 .24

122 Appendix A
Average Monthly
(NON-POTH) 22.45 (g
(POTHW) 122.45 (g2
Aserage vieekly (PCTW) 122.45 ()¢ Q)



<)

SUBoeCT

BAT Compliarce Dead!tine

BMP (See Best Management Practices)
BPJ) (See Best Professional Judgement)

Bacxsliging

Best Maragement Practices
cefinition

Best Professional Judgement

(Case-py-Case)

Boilerplate Permit Conditions

Bypass

Calcatating NPDES Permit Conditions
Case-cy-Case Limitat-ons (See also 8PJ)
Case-py-Case Permits (See also 8P))

Zzast Guarg
Czastal Icre Marnajzement A
Zcmmemts Curfrg Punl's o No

Ccmplrance Scregules

Zomputaticr of Time

Concentrated Animal Feeding Cperatiqgns

Application
Cefiniticn

SECTION NUMBER

122.
122

122.
i22.
128,

125.
122
122.

122.
122.
124.
122.
122
194
32,

122.
.82 (aX(1 )

122
4.

122

122
122

Concertrated Agquatic Animal Procuction (See

Confizentiality of [nformation
Consoligation of Permit Processing
Zantiruation of Expiring Permits

Conventional Pollutants

DMR - See Discharge Monitoring Report
Datly Average (See Average Monthiy)
Dally Maximum (See Maximum Daily)

Definitions

Denial of Permit
Public Not'ce

Design Flow (POTHS)

Dituticon/Pol'uticn

Cischarge Monitor'ng Report (DMR)

Discharge of a Pollutant

Disgposal into He'!l K POTHWH oOr

Land Application

122
124,
122
401,

122.
124.
R
124,
124.
122.
12z,
A1 (hcary

401

122
‘e

122

62 (a){19)

.62 ta)al

2
d4(Kk)

120
3

A1 <122 4

41 (m)

45

44¢a), 125.3
52

44 (p)

.49 ()
13

a1 (1) (%)
47

<0

21 mh)
.23

- Appendix B
Aquatic Animal Producszn)

7

4

.6

16

1
2

6 (b)

10 (a)(1y
a5(m

4SCEY (1Tt

.2 (Definition)

.80
.45 (i
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SUBJECT

Draft Permit

Duration of Permits

Duty to Comply

OQuty to Mitigate

Duty to Provide Information
Duty to Reapply

Effactive Data
EIS - Public Notice for New Source
EIS - Final
Endangered Scecies Act
Environmental! [mgact Statement

New 3SCQurce

NEFPA
Evidentiary Hearing Procedures
Ex Parte Communication
Exclusions
Existing Source Definition
Expiration Dates (Duration of Permits)
Extention of Public Comment Period

SECTION NUMBER

FOF (See Funcamentally Qifferent Factors)

Fact Sheets

Feedlcts (See Concentrated Animal Feeding Operaticns)

Filter Backwash
Fish and wildglife Coordination Act

Fisn Farms (See Aquatic Animal Production Facilities)

Flow Chart of Permit Process
Fundamentally Different Factors
128.30

122.48 (g)(®)

General Permits
Public Notice
Special Procedures

[nnovative Technology ¢(See 301(k))
[nspecticn and Entry

[nternal wWaste Streams

[ntroducticn of New Pollutants - POTW
[ssuance ang E£ffective Dates

124.6

122.45

122.41 (a)
12241 ()
122.41 (h)
122.41 (o)

124 1§

124 .10 (py(1)
124 .61

122.349 (¢
122.23 (¢)

47 CFR Part §
12871 - 124 .91
124.73

122.3
122.29¢aX(3)
122.46, 124.20
124.12 (¢)
T24.8

1 24.56
125.3(gq)
322.49 (@)

124 - Appendix A
122.21 (1)
122.28

124,10 (¢ (2) (i)
124.58

122.41 (i)
122.45 ()
122.42 (o)
124,15

123 .60



-4-

SUBJECT

Mass Limitations
Maximum Daily
Metals

Mingr Modificaticng
Mcg-fizations

Monitortng and Reccrding

Monitoring and Records
Monitoring Reports
Requirements
Recordkeeping

NPDES

Nat:onal Eaviraonmertal Policy Act
Natronagl Histeric Preservarzign Act
Nav:gation

Need to Halt or Reduce Activity
not a Defense
Net/Grzss
New Discharger - Cefinition
New Source - Application
Criteria
Cefinition
Qetermination
Mitigation Measures
Proninited Discharges
Public Notice
Non-Advisory Panel Procedures
Non-Continuous Discharges
Noncompliance - Anticipated
Other
Notification Levels

Ocean Discharge Criteria
Qffshore Qi1 ang Gas Facilities
New Discharger Definttion
On-Site Construction (New Source)
Operation ang Maintenance

SECTION NuMBER

122
122
122.
122
122,
124.
122.
122.
122.
122
122.

122
122.
12e.
122.
124.

122.
122

'

Cs e
-
1A
‘-

T3

122
122.
124.
1¢4.
122.

.45 (fF)
.45 (g

.

45 (¢

83

62

48

41 (3)

a1l (1) d»
43 (nh)

21 (o)

.2 (Qefirition

49 (@)
49 (o)
44 ()
38

4) (¢

A5 (9
2

2 B
! 3)
-

L&

-

&
L2 (k)
.44 (3 (3)

4 (i)

10 (ay(rivin
111 - 124 128
45 (e)

22.41 (1 (2

122
122.
122
122

12s.
122.
122
122

122

41 (1

42 (&)
.44 (F)

120
28 (¢

2
29 (Y&
.41(e)



- g

pH Limits witn Continuous Monitoring
Pianned Changes

Poliutant - Definition

Pollutants in [ntacke Water (Net/Gross)
POTW - Applications

Pretreatment

Primary [ndustry

Private!y Cwned Treatwent horks
Preacction-8ased Limits
Pronipitions

Proper QOperatisn and Maintenance
Prcperty Rignts

Public #earings (Fublic Notice)

Public Notice
Contents

Reapplication

Recordingkeeping

Reopener Clause

Recopening of Public Comment Period
Request for Evigentiary Hearing
Respcnse to Comments

Retenticn of Records

Revocation and Reissuance

Secondary Treatment Requirements

SECTION NUMBER

Secondary Treatment Variance (See 30! (h)

Sewage Sludge

Signatory Requirements

Silviculture

Smail Business Exemption

State Certification
301¢h)

Statement of Basis
Statutory Deadlines
for POTW
for non-POTHW
Statutory Yariances ang Extentions
Stays of Contested Permit Congitrons

401 .17

122.41 C1)¢n)
122.2

1¢2.45 (g)
122.21 (i)
122.44

40 CFR 4¢3
122 - Appendi« A
122.44 (m)
122.49 (h)
122.4

122.81 (@)
122.41 (q)
12415 (9,02
124 .10 <(gi(2)
124 .12

124 .10

124,10 (4}
124 .57

i22.21 (g)
122.21 (¢, also 12:
122.48 (¢
124,14

124.74

124.17
122.41¢3)()
122 .62

124.9

133

122.48 (o)
122.22

122.27

122.21 (g)(8)
124.93

124 .54

124.58%
122.44 (d)(3)
124.7
125.3¢CaX( 1)
125.3¢a)(2)
125.3(h)
124.18
124.60



SUBJECT SECTICN NUMBER
Storm Water 12226
Application Deadline 122.21 (2y(2)
Group [I Discnargers 122.21 (F)(9
Group Il Dischargers 122.20 (91
»
i
Techrclcgy Based EFffluent Limits 122.44 (a)
Ten vear Protection Period
New Sources anag Drschargers 122.29 (@)
Termination of Permit 122 .64
Thermal Discragers (See 316(a))
Toxic Pallytants 122.44 (e)
Toxic Po'lutants List 401.15%
Transfer 5¢ Permit 122.41 (134
122 .61
Twenty-four mour Reporting 122.41 (13(8)
122 .44 (g)
J
Ugpses 122.41 (nm)
V
Variances For Non-PCTWs [ B I
PCTHS 122,21 (m>
dcpeals of 123.64
Cecisions 124.62
fegedited Procedures 122.21 (e
Procegures 124 .63

A, L 1 and ]
nater CQuality Standards l
naters of the U.S. I
Wetlangs
See "Waters of the U.S.” Qefinition 122.2
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 122.49 (a3)

22.44 (a3
22.2 (Definitionm
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Evaluation Summary Form



MUNICIPAL

PERMIT QUALITY REVIEW

Evaluation Summary

Date:

Region:
Stace:

Review Team:

Principal Observations

A, Positive Aspects

B. Errors and Omissions

C. Suggestions
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Sample PQR Report



L
2 I UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
w; WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
a6 20 o oFricE o8
WATER
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Maryland PQR Evaluation Report

N ’v"w<
FROM: Gregory T. McBrien ~/7%":
Municipal Programs Rranch

TO: Martha G. Prothro, Director
Permits Division

THPRU: James D. Gallup, Chief 5;£247

Municipal Programs Branch ,3’ B /:
Thomas Laverty, Chief .S ’ /
Program Implementation Section

Attached for your review is my report on the permit evaluation
from the Maryland PQR which was conducted with Region III on
July 23~24, 198S5. The industrial permits evaluation part of the
report was provided by Bob Cantilli.

In general the permits are adequate and the permit files,
especially the justifications for water quality-based limits,
are self-explanatory. Two issues require follow-up by Permits
Division. First, the boilerplate used by Maryland for municipal
and industrial permits should be updated to reflect the regula-
tion changes promulgated on April 1, 1983 and September 26, 1984.
I will send a copy of the draft model permit developed by Bill
Diamond's branch to Jeff Haas at Region III. Jeff can assist
Maryland with their boilerplate revisions. Second, the last
municipal permit that was reviewed (after the exit meeting was
conducted) indicated some poor procedures with regard to interim
permit limits. The permit (Havre de Grace) appeared on the
Enforcement Division exceptions list because the interim limits
are relaxed in the new permit (issued on July 24). Region III
recommended the new intarim limits in a letter to the State dated
February 28, 1984. The Region informed me after the PQR that
new information revealed that the old interim limits were miscal-
culated. However, the justification for less stringent interim
limits does not appear in the permit file. Evidently the plant



can not meet the old limits but no enforcement actions were

indicated. The Region/State should be notified that all future
permit actions must be properly documented. The Havre de Grace
permit was questioned by both the Chesapeake Bay Foundation and
the EPA Chesapeake Bay Program Office (Annapolis) after the

public comment pericd had closed. Without procedure changes at
the Region and State such problems could reoccur in the future.

I suggest that copies of the report be sent to Jeff Haas
and Joe Galda.

Attachment

cc: Bill Diamond
Geoff Grubtbs
Steve Bugbee



Permit Quality Review (POR)

State of Maryland
Department of Health and Mental Hyqiene
Office of Fnvironmental Proqrams
Baltimore, MD
July 23 - 24, 1985

Participants:

State of Marvland - Office of Environmental Programs

Richard B. Sellars, Jr., Director - Water Management Adminis=rars
Dane Bauer, Program Administrator - Inspection and Compliance
Jeffrey Rein, Chiaf - Division of Sewerage
Georgina Havlik, Chief€f - Division of Industrial Permi
Arcadio Sincero, Chief - Municipal Permits Division

EPA Region III Water Management Division

Jeffrey Haas, Chjief - MD, ND.C., VA Section
Jon Hundertmark
Charlene Harrison

EPA Headguarters - Permits Divigion - Nffice of Water Enforcement ani
Permits

Grecory McBrien
Robert Cantilll
LeAnne Hammer

Introduction

The PQR was conducted in conjunction with a program audit of
the Water Management Administration which is responsible for regu-
lation of municipal dischargers (permitting, compliance, construc-
tion arants, water and sewer plans, etc.). Although industrial
nermitting and compliance are handled by the Waste Management
Administration (which will be audited next year), the PQR covered
industrial as well as municipal permits.

Because of the short duration of the program audit, the normal
PQR evaluation was shortened. In addition only four reviewers were
available for this PQR, with Bob Cantilli and Charlene Harrison
reviewing industrial permits and LeAnne Hammer and Greg McBrien
reviewing nermits. Both Charlene and LeAnne were on their first
POR, as a training exercise. The industrial team reviewed seven
permits in the following categories:



®* Steam Electric

° Petroleum Refining
® Nonferrous Metals
° Metal Finishing

° Food Processing

The municipal team completed seven permits and started on an eighth,
Of the eight municipals, four are majors and four are minors.

In general the permits were well written. The administrative
records are complete and the permit fact sheets (raticnales) are
self-explanatory.

Headquarters staff would like to thank Region III for their
invitation to particioate in the Maryland program audit. Also the
cooperation and assistance provided by the staff of the Office of
Eavironmental Programs, State of Maryland, was greatly appreciated.
Municipal Permit Summary

The review team worked with Arcadioc Sincero, Chief of the
Municipal P2rmits Division. Maryland has a large percentage of
water-quality hased nermits and the files generally contained a
substantial amount of information on water quality modeling results.
A number of files contained correspondence with EPA Region I1II
7iving results from the EPA - DIURNAL computer model.

The State of Maryland has adopted a practice of holding
public hearings for all permits, including minors. A hearing
officer attends each hearing and is responsible for preparing
and maintaining the reacords of hearings. The hearing officer
submits a short form to the permits group to indicate if there
were comments and recommending changes or additional actions
based on the comments received. The actual comments were usually
not in the permit file, but were stored by the hearing officer.

The following f{tems are the findings of the review team,
which were presented at the exit meeting on July 24.

Positive Aspects

(1) The permits and files are generally complete.

(2) The permit ratiocnale (€fact sheet) formar used by Maryland
gives complete information on permit development. The
rationale includes a log of correspondence and meetings
during permit Adevelopment, which is unique.



(3)

There is good communication between the permits and compliance
staffs during permit develonment. The content of compliance
schedules and the aporooriate interim limits are developed

in consultation with the compliance qroup.

Errors and Omissions

(1)

(2)

(3)

The permit General Conditions (boilerplate) should be updated
to reflect the 4/1/83 & 9/26/84 changes to Part 122. A drafrc
model permit produced by EPA Headquarters will be sent to

EPA Region III as a basis for revision of boilerplate in
Maryland and other NPDES States. Region should work with
Maryland to revise the current General Conditions and add

any necessary State requirements. Appendix #1 lists the
boilernlate deficienciea for both municipal and industrial
permits.

The secondary treatment nermits that were reviewed did not
contain the 85% removal reguirement as specified in 40 CFR
part 133*. The State originally had a hoilerplate condition
which referenced Part 133 but this was evidently dropped
(inadvertently) between 1975 and 1980. The State should
revise the standard boilerplate to include an 85% removal
requirement or include it with the nermit limitations and
monitoring racuirements in Part I of the nermit form.

The interim dates in the compliance schedule for Frederick
City are more than one year apart (see 40 CFR 122.47(a)(3)(1)).

Suaggestions

(1)

(2)

To complete the permit record a brief summary of the comments
and issues raised durina nublic hearings should be kept in the
permit file. The State keeps tapes or other records of hearing
separately from the permit files. Cften these hearings do not
result in any substantive issues, hut a record of the issues
discussed would be helpful to permit writers if the permit is
challenged or a modification request is submitted. A one page
summary of the hearing would probably be sufficient.

Include a section in the standard fact sheet (rationale) to
clarify what has changed from the previous permit. (Evi-
dently a change has been made recently in the Public Notice
format to indicate if the new permit is a reissuance of the
previous permit.) Some files already contain a handwritten
copy of the parmit which shows the old permit, new permit and
actual performance numbers. We encourage all permit writers
to include a summary like this in the file, preferably as a
part of the permit rationals.

*Note: Recent changes to Part 133 nublished in the Federal
Register on June 3, 1985 now allow modification of the B85%
removal requirement in limited situations.



Follow=-up

Region IIT should assist Maryland with boilerplate revisions
for both municipal and industrial permits. A draft model permit
will be forwarded to Jeffrey Haas to aid in the revisions.

Industrial Permit Summary

The review team worked with Georgina Havlik, Chief of the
Industrial Permits Division. The permits were properly written
on a technical (guideline/BPJ) and water quality (standards/
toxicity testing) basis and combinations of the two, There s
generally good use of several sources in writing permits and
developing permit limit bases.

The €following items are findings of the review team, which
were presented at the 2xit meeting on July 24, 198S,.

Positive Aspects

(1) The permits and files are generally complete - all materials
could be found easily.

(2) There was a good, logical use of biomonitoring and water
Auality modelinqg.

(3) There was a good use of a variety of matarials in developing
permit limits on either a water guality basis or BPJ basis
(e.q., Development Nocuments, water guality data)

Errors and Omissions

(1) In some cases biomonitoring was not applied where it was
necessary.

(2) Some permits were written with quarterly average permit limits
rather than monthly averages.

(3) Several sections were missing from the boilerplate. (See
attachment #1.)

Suggestions.

(1) Greater use of biomonitoring ls encouraged especially where
there is any concern of adverse impact. For example, large
COD discharges may contain toxics or unknown potentially
hazardous pollutants,

(2) Permit limit bases should be clearer. 1In some cases the bases
for BAT/BPJ or water quality limits are not clearly identified.



(3) More recent water quality data should he used when making
water quality analyses. Red Book (1976, criteria were used
when new 1980 criteria for the same pollutants existed.

(4) No explanation was given of what is done with bhidassay resu'ts.
Recommend settinag toxicity-based limits (e.g., .10 x LCSO).
Attachment #1 ~ Permit Boilernoint Review

Artachment 42 - Review of Havre de Grace
Municinral Permit File



that

Attachment #1

Permit Boilerplate Review

The following Standard Conditions contain errors or omissions
were noted during the Maryland PQR.

Duty to Comply - 40 CFR 122.41(a)

- missina from current boilerplate.

Permit actions - 122.41(f)

- the following phrase is missing from the current boiler-
plate: “The filing of a reguest by the permittee for a
permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or termi-
nation, or a notification of planned changes or antici-
pated noncompliance does not stay any permit condition.”

Duty to provide information - 122.41(h)

- missing

Inspection and entry - 122.41(1)

- the languacge used in the sampling and monitoring section
is too restrictive; only discharged substances can be
samplad under the current boilermlate. Item (4) in the
Federal renulations refers to: "any suhstances or pararmetar
at anv location.”

Signatory requirements - 122.41(k)

- missina
Upset - 122.41(n)

- missing from current boilerplate. The State suggested
that unset should not apply to municipal treatment works
hecause redundant equipment is availahle at POTWs to
provide treatment. The Region should explore this issue
with the State Attorney Generals office and the permit
program staff. It is possible that only certain treat-
ment works, such as dischargers to shellfish waters,
have redundant equipment requirements.

Toxics notification = 122.42(a)(1)

- missing from current industrial hoilerplate.



° Notification of indirect dischargers - 122.42(b)(1)

- this requirement appeared in some permits (non-
pretreatment program cities) but not in the form
shown in the regulations. The State should revise
the regquirements in section I.C. of the current
boilerplate by including references to Sections 301
and 306 of the Clean Water Act.
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Sample Abstract Document



United States Permits Division

Environmental Protection (EN-336) OWEP 86-01
Agency Washington OC 20460 July 1988
Water

oEPA Abstracts of
Industrial NPDES

Permits




ALO0OQ31l1S: Union Camp Corporation, located in Prattville, Alabama, is a facility
where the Kraft (sulfate) process is used to produce pulp, sulfate turpentine, and wood
fat soaps from wood chips. Wastepaper 1s also converted to pulp which is converted =o
linerboard and the facility produces crude tall oil by acidulation of wood fat scaps
(SIC 2611, 2861, 2631). Production is 2,326 tons per day. There are two discharges
(Cutfalls Q0! and 002) to the Alabama River, and one (OQutfall 003) td Autauga Creex.
OQutfall 001 consists of process wastewater and sanitary wastewater and tne average
fiow rate reported on application form 2C is 25.5 mgd. Treatment at this outfall is
oy sedimentaticon in aerated lagoons and a stabilization pond. Untreated noncontact
ccoling water discnacrges from Qutfall 002 (0.7 mgd average) and from Qutfall 003
(0.007 m3d average). Effluent limitations at Qutfall 001 are based on BPT/RAT
effluent guidelines for the Pulp, Paper and Paper Board Category (40 CFR 430).
Temperature limits at Cutfalls 002 and 003 and the stream sampling requirement for
dissolved oxygen are based on water quality standards. A BMP Plan and biomonitoring
requirements are not included in the permit.

£ffective Date: May 1, 1982 Final Permi:
Ixpiration Cate: May 1, 1987 Abstract Date: April 23, 1383

EFFLUENT LIMITS (FINAL)

ALC003115: Cnion Camp Corperation

Pollutants Qutfall Avg./Max. Limits and Units Monltoring
Flow : 001  :report :1/d  total
aCh-3 : 111771719942 kgy/d (121.8/206.3 mg/1*): " 24 hr comp
55 : :21649/41648 " (223.9/430.8 T Ay ™ "
Pentachlorophencl** : :—/2.7 lb/d (=—/0.028 Ny l/ grab
Tricaiorophenol** : c—/2.5 " (—/0.010 ) " R
Instream Dissolved Oxygen : :

(4/15-11/13) : :5.0 m3/l minimum s 1/ wex*

cH : :6.0 - 9.0 :1/d  grab
Flow 002 :report . :1/w 1nstant
Temperature :40/44 °C : " "
Flow 003 :report 12/ "
Terperasure :35/40 °C : " grab

sa Jeo Jos foo

w foe Joo Joe Qoo Joa Jas Jon }se

ve Joo Juo

*Equivalent concentractions based on 25.5 myd flow, but not included in permit.
**Requirement applies only if pnenolic-containing blocides are being used,
effective on MOdification date: July 1, 1964.
***Srream monitoring required twice per week when minimum dissolved oxygen 1S less
fnan 5.9 mg/L, and once dally when dissolved cxygen values 1S less than 5.4 mg/l.
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Region V NPDES Permit Review Checklist



Facility:

INDUSTR[AL

NPNES PERMIT REVIEW CHECKLIST

GENERAL

[NFORMAT[ON

Permit &:

Location:

Type of Facility

/ / Ingustrial
/ / Federa’
Form | Farm

Public Notice

/ 7 Municipal

/ / Semi-public

Type of Permit

/=7 Original /T 7 Waior
/ 7 Retssuance ! 7 Minge

/ 7 Modification / 7 General

STATE SUBMITTAL (s it complete?)

2L Form A

Sactsheet/Briefd

State Application Other

ng Memo

Agditignal [~formation Needed (e/g/. WLAS, special studies, etc.)

Receiving waters(s)

Nesignateq l!lses:

PWR / 7 Yes

Receaiving Water

7010 Flow:

L/74 7010 Flow:

pH:

State Permit Writer:

FPA Reviewer:

WLA L— Yes J/__h";" Yo

Hargness (mg/1):

Temperature (C): Summer

Temperature (C): Winter

Date

£PA Region v |1-86



NPOES PERMIT REVIEW

[NDUSTRIAL
Permit Ng.

Industrial Category: SIC Code
Subcategory: SIC Code
Applicable Regulations:

Major manufacturing operations:

No. of outfalls to surface waters:

Oischarges to other systems and Type:

[P0 4, land, deep wel1, seepage lagoon, etc.)

Limitations Review (Final)

Qut“all Flow 8CT BAT BAT 8pPJ

Number MGD Parameter Conv. Toxic Non-Conv,

onal paramsters

Code for limits

x- effective gquideline 3. 208 plan §- Agancy guidance
l- proposed guideline 4- W.Q. criteria 7- Other (1ist reason)
2- 402(a)(1) determination S- State W.Q. reg.



Permit No.

Municipal Compliance Schedules Review

Fixed date schedule /7 Yes /7 No /7 NA
Final complfance date prior to July 1, 1988 [T Yes /77 ne

[f no, desceribe reasons

Schedules consistent with /~ 7 A0, /7 &P /7 Grant

Consent Cecree

4, Schedules with Progress Report, if needed /[~ 7 Yes /7 Ne
Compliance Section Reviewer Nate

ANTIDEGRADATION AND WATER QUALITY

Are the State's/Region's antidegradation gquidelines applied:

Will any permit limits violate water quality standards? /~ 7 Yes /T 7 No

Are the proposed permit limits hased on a formal WLA? /] Yes / No

Are the proposed permit limits consistent with State water

quality standaras? /7 Yes /] Neo

W4i11 increased Timits result in a “significant” lowering of

water quality? ST ves /] N /T NA

Has the permittee demonstrated necessary social or econamic

development will result from the proposed increase? /] Yes /[ 7 No /7

Planmning/Standard Reviewer Date

BACKSLIDING

Are proposed 1imits as stringent as existing permit limits? /_ 7 Yes /7 Mo

Is the permittee in compliance with existing permit limits? /] Yes [/ Mo

{dentify changes (increases/descreases):




TOXIC SUBSTANCES

Are toxic substances present in the discharger? /7 vYes /_/ Mo

Are toxic substances present_adove levels of concern (based on Region v
screening procedures)? /7 Yes /7 Mo

[f yes, list toxic pallutants above level of concern:

List toxic pollutants that require additonal monttoring to determine ff
discharge concentrations are avove levels of concern:

List toxic pollutants that are Timited in proposed permit:

List toxic pollutants that are monitored in proposed permit:

Basis for State's proposed toxic pollutant limits are: BAT /~ 7 B8PJ /7 %Q
Basis for Region's proposed toxic pollutant limits are: BAT /7 8PJ /7 WQ

{n the absence of specific numeric State standards, do the permit limits
adequately implement the narrative standard of “no toxic substances in
toxic amounts”? /[ Yes / / No

s the proposed monitaring frequency adequate? /_ / Yes /] No

{s the permit reopener lanquage adequate in the event additional toxicity or
toxicity limits/monitaring are required? /T Yes /] Ne

(f no, explain:

SUMMARY




BIOMONITORING

ls biosurvey data avatlable for the receiving water? :7 Tes /77 o

[f yes, does the data indicate a biological impact? /T e T we

Has toxictity testing been conducted on any discharges from thne
facitity? /[ / Yes / [ Neo
[f yes, was tne testing conducted dy: PERMITTEE STATE REGION
Dates:

[s discharge acutely toxic (>20% mortality in 100% effluent)? 4227 Yes L::7 No
[s discharge chronically toxic (NOEL < [WC)? /7 Yes /] Mo
Is the discharge Ames positive? T ves /] Mo
Does the discharge cause sxcessive algal gowtn (>300%)? /7 Yes J 7 Mo

[f the answer %0 any of the above questions is yes, indicate the outfalls
tesred:

Are whole sffluent toxicity limits included in the permit? /7 Yes /7 No

Are limits needed? /"7 Yes /] No

Are biological monitoring requirements included in the permit? / 7 Yes /7 No

(f no, are monitaring requirements needed? /T Yes /7 Mo
[s the monitaring frequency adequate? /T Yes /7 Mo
Commants

Biomonitoring Reviewer Date
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Memoracdum: Calculations of Production - Based Effluent Limits



L2 JRY UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
m{%’ WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460

22015 24

QFFICE OF
WATER

MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Calculaticn of Production-Based Effluenquimits

s ,
F ROM: J. William Jordan, Chief %&/4@&
NPDES Technical Support Rramth (EN-336)

T : Reaional Permits Branch Chiefs

The purpose of this memorandum is to clarify the procedure
for calculating production-hased effluent limitations and to pro-
vide guidance on the use of alternate limitations. Many effluent
guidelines are expressed in terms of allowable pollutant dis-
charge rate per unit of production. To determine permit limits,
these standards are multiplied by an estimate of the facilitv's
actual average production.

Saction 122.45(b) of the NPDES permit program regulations
sets forth the requirements for calculating production-based
effluent limitations. The central feature of this section 1s the
requiremen* that limitations be based upon a "reasonable measure
of the actual production of the facility", rather than upon design
capacity. Tnterpretation of this requirement has pr~ven confusing
in the past. This memorandum provides recommendations for devel-
opina production-based limitations and alternate limitations, The
Agency is also planning to revise this portion of the regulations,
and has revised Part IIT of Application Form 2C, in order to clarify
language which might lead to the use of inappropriate production-
nased limitations,

Background

The proper application of production-based effluent limita-
tion guidelines is dependent upon the methodology that is used to
Aevelop the guidelines. When most guidelines are developed, a
single long term average daily production value and its relation-
ship to flow are determined. This is combined with effluent
concentration data collected from plants to form the basis of
the quideline standards. Variability factors are developed on
concentration data obtained from samples taken during periods
of varying production. The variability factors and performance
data are then used to derive the guideline standards.

Calculation of Limitations

To apply these guidelines, permit writers should determine



a single estimate of the expected production over the life of

the permitr using the long term average production from the plant's
historical records. Usually, a five year ptoductxon history

would be used to derive this value., This .single prdduction vaiue
Is then multiplied by both the daily maximum and monthly average
guidelines limitations to obtain permit limits. 1In Aetermining
this single estimate, the permit writer should take into account
the distribution of production b analyzing data taken as fre-
quently as possible. For most cases, monthly data compiled from
daily Aata would bhe sufficient

The permit writer should avoid the use of a limited amount
of profuction data in estimating the production for a specific
fFacility. For example, the data from a particular month may
be unusuallv high and thus lead to the derivation of effluent
limitations which are not actually reflective of normal plant
operations. As oreviously explained, effluent limitations
guidelines already account for some of the variations which
occur within long term production rates. ™herefore, the use of
too short a time frame in the calculation of production based
limitations for a specific industrial facility may lead to
"Aouble accounting"” of the variability factors.

{1 some cases, the historical data may show large random
or cyclic fluctuations in production rates, of either a short
or long term nature, In those situations, it may be appropriare
to have alternate limits which are applicable at some increaseqd
oroduction rate {see discussion nf Alternate Limits) or settirg
the limit hased unon a level of production higher than the
average (2@.g. 1N-20 percent or higher),

Yowever, the primary objective is to determine a production
estimate for a facility which approximates the long term aver-
ige nroduction rate (in terms of mass of product per day) which
can reasonab'y be expected to prevail during the next term of
the permit. The following example illustrates the proper appli-
cation of guidelines:

Example: Company A has produced 331,500 tons, 292,090

tons, 304,009 tons, 284,000 tons, and 312,0nN tons per year
For the previous five years, The use of the highest year of
production (331,50N tons per year) might be an appropriate
and reasonable measure of expected productinn. 0One check

on this could be to determine if maximum yearly values are
within a certain percent of the average, such as 20 percent.

One of several methods may be appropriate to convert
from the annual production rate to average daily production.
Nne method takes the annual production rate and divides it
by the number of production days per year. To determine the
number of production days, the total number of normally sche-
duled non-production days are subtracted from the total days

in a year.

This method is appropriate in cases where the plant



discharges intermittently as a direct result of production
flows. 1In cases where the plant discharges continuously,
even on days when there are no production activities, other
methods may be appropriate.

If Company A normally has 255 production days per year,
which are approximately equal to the number of discharge days,
the annual production rate of 331,500 tons per year wculd
yield an average daily rate of 1,300 tons per day. I[f pollu-
tant X has an effluent limitation guideline of 0.10 lbs. /1000
lbs. for the monthly average and 0.15 lbs./1000 lbs. for the
maximum daily average, the effluent limitations would te
calculated as follows:

Monthly Average Limit (Pollutant X)

1,300 tons x 2000 lbs. x 0.10 lbs., = 260 lbs./cay
day ton 1000 1ibs.

Daily Maximum Limit (Pollutant X)

1,300 tons x 2000 1lbs, x 0.15 lbs, = 390 lbs./day
day ton 1000 lbs.

In the example above, the production during the highest
year of the last five years was used as the estimate of pro-
duction. This estimate is appropriate when production 1s not
expected to change significantly during the permit term. How-
e2ver, 1f historical trends, market forces, or company pglans
tndicate that a different level of production will prevail dur-
ing the permit term, a different bhasis for estimating produc-
tion should be used.

Alternate Limits

If production rates are expected to change significantly
jJuring the life of the permit, the permit can include alternate
limits, These alternate limits would become effective when
production exceeds a threshold value, such as during seasonal
production variations, Definitive guidance is not available
with respect to the threshold value which should "trigger”
alternate limits, However, it is generally agreed that a 10
to 20 percent fluctuation in production is within the range
of normal variability, while changes in production substantially
higher than this range (such as 50 percent) could warrant con-
sideration of alternate limitations., The major characteristics
of alternate limits are best described by illustration and example:

Example: Plant B has produced 486,000 tons, 260,400 tons,
220,000 tons, 240,800 tons, and 206,500 tons per year for

the previous five years. The high year is significantly
higher than the rest and the permittee has made a plausible
argument that production is expected to return to that lave..
The guideline for pollutant X is 0.8 1bs./1000 lbs. for the
monthly average and 0.l14 lbs./1000 lbs. for the daily max:-



mum. The alternate effluent limitations could be calculated
as follows:

Primary Limits:

o Basis of calculation: 260,400 tons/yr., = 1,050 tons/day
(248 production days per year) )

o Applicable level of production: 1less than 1,050 tons
per day average production rate for the month

Monthly Average Limit

1,050 tons x 2000 lbs. x Q.08 lbs, = 168 lbs,/day
day tan 1000 1bs.,

Paily Max:imum Limit

1,050 tons x 2000 lbs. x 0.14 1bs. = 294 1bs./day
day ton 1000 Llbs.

Alternate Limits:

O Applicable threshold level of preoduction = more than 1,26C
tons/day average production rate for the month (20 percent
above normal production levels)

O Basis of calculation: 486,000 tons/yr., = 1,350 tons/cday
(bpased upon historical data and to be applicable beycnz
a 20 percent increase in prcduction)

Monthly Average Limit = 216 lbs./day
Daily Maximum Limit = 378 lbs./day

Alternate limits shoculd be used only after careful consider-
ation and only when a substantial increase or decrease in produc-
tion is likely to occur. In the example above, the primary limits
would be in effect when production was at normal levels, During
periods of significantly higher production, the alternate limits
would be in effect. When production reverted to normal levels, the
grimary limits would have to be met, The thresholds, measures of
production, and special reporting requirements must be detailed iLn
the permit,

If you have any questions concerning the calculation of pro-
duction-based limitations or.the use of alternate limitations,
please call me or have your staff contact James Taft at (202/FTS-
$426-7010) .,
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OFFICE OF
WATER

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Draft Industrial Permit Quality Review ({(PQR)
Procedures Guide

FROM: James D. Gallup, Chlef /JZQ%%;V/;7

Technical Support Brang
Permits Division (EN-336)

TO: Regional Permits Branch Chiefs

Attached £for your review and comment is a draft Industrial
PQR Procedures Guide. The industrial guide is similar to the
municipal manual that was sent to you in draft form on
February 4, 1987. It provides new staff members, or staff
unfamiliar with the PQR concept, with a comprehensive manual-
of-practice for review of State-issued permits.

The manual is a result of our experience in conducting f{(or
assisting) numerous PQR evaluations over the past four years.
Use of the guide should promote comprehensive and systematic
permit reviews so that a nationwide permit guality system can
be maintained.

Our goal is to merge the industrial and municipal PQR
guidance into one final document in early FY88, with revisions
to address your comments and suggestions on both manuals.

We encourage your staff to use the draft gquide and provide
us with any comments. Please send any comments to me or to
Greg McBrien.

Attachment

cco: Dev Barnes, ITD
J. William Jordan



